Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

Chapter 3
Public Involvement

This chapter includes three main sections: Informed Decisionmaking (Question 1), Working
Together (Question 2), and Competing Values/Limited Resources (Question 9).

Informed Decisionmaking (Question 1)

Question 1: Informed Decisionmaking. What is the appropriate role of
local forest planning as required by NFMA in evaluating protection
and management of inventoried roadless areas?

This section includes four subsections: Informed Decisionmaking General, Decisionmaking
Authority, Local vs. National Decisionmaking, and The Forest Planning Process.

Informed Decisionmaking General

Summary

The most persistent general remark regarding informed decisionmaking is that the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule, in the form in which it was signed in January, 2001, represents informed
decisionmaking at its best. This remark follows a recurring theme in comment on the Advance
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking—the Rule, respondents state, is the result of more than 600
public hearings and 1.6 million public comments, which they believe should prove that the
American public is behind this policy. These respondent consider the Rule as it now stands is a
good example of informed decisionmaking. Respondents also encourage the Agency to make the
best decisions it can within existing constraints, to streamline the decisionmaking process, and to
avoid making decisions merely to avoid litigation. To aid in decisionmaking, some suggest
making roadless area decisions through an allocation process, or issuing a preliminary document
for public review.

188. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule is a good example of informed decisionmaking.

Informed Decision making: The Roadless Area Conservation Rule as it now stands is the result of more
than 600 public hearings and 1.6 million public comments, the vast majority of which supported
protection of our national forests. The rule as it now stands is a good example of informed decision
making. Future NFMA planning for these inventoried roadless areas should be guided by the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule. (Individual, Reno, NV - #A5110.10152)

The RACR was an appropriate resolution of the RACR, being universally available to public comment,
and demonstrated the sometimes-overwhelming need to respect a national demand. Every interested
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party mentioned had the ability to comment, early and often. If the Forest Service is going to switch to
another model of decision-making, now is not the appropriate time. The RACR is an appropriate
national sidebar for management of all National Forests, akin to avoiding harvesting on slopes greater
than a certain degree or on lands that have not been surveyed for wildlife, neither of which we question
as being an abridgement of local authority. (United States Representative, Georgia - #A693.14410)

The Roadless Rule was signed following almost 30 years of research and an extensive public review and
comment period, which generated the largest number of responses ever in the rulemaking process—
mostly in favor of the rule. Many citizens spent much time and thought responding to the Roadless
DEIS. This administration is, in essence, discarding the efforts and input of 1.6 million Americans by
ignoring the previous process. The current ANPR process, by comparison, has had little publicity and no
public meetings and asks us to respond to questions, which have already been answered. Others, when
asked if they have comments on Roadless, reply that they have already done that—Iast year. This
process is not fair and open. It is not soliciting meaningful dialogue and input; many are not even aware
it is occurring. The administration is attempting to recount the votes, relying on a low response, so it can
change the Rule to fit its own agenda to the benefit of the extractive industries. As justification for
issuing the ANPR the USDA cited eight lawsuits, which shared the common allegation that there was an
inadequate opportunity for public review and comment on the Roadless Rule. The Attorney General,
whose responsibility is to uphold federal law, did nothing to defend the Rule or the process—there was
no defense of this federal rule by any federal entity. We have had a fair and open process on the Rule.
The ANPR process is the opposite. (Individual, Klamath Falls, OR - #A5118.14000)

189. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that informed
decisionmaking processes have occurred under the National Forest
Management Act and state wilderness bill processes.

I can’t help address point one on informed decision-making. I believe this process (informed decision-
making) has occurred under the NFMA and individual state wilderness bill processes. I have been
involved in both processes in Colorado and Montana over the years, and can vouch for the thoroughness
of these exercises. RARE I and II were nearly exhaustive in their scope, and later roadless inventories on
individual districts rounded out the investigations. Forest Planning was not always so detailed, but this
process gave ample opportunity for input and informed decision-making.

One positive benefit of these exercises was the opportunities for heightened awareness on the part of the
public who participated. Whether our learning came from advocacy groups, or from planning and forest
staff, anyone who went through these exercises was the wiser for the experience. When I, and thousands
of others attended roadless area meetings that led to the rule, we benefited by the earlier processes. I
have to say, that if the opponents to roadless areas are complaining about the rule, what they are really
complaining about is government . . . . (Individual, Bozeman, MT - #A6287.10157)

190. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use the best available means
within existing constraints in decisionmaking.

Many assert that the appropriate process for evaluating and making long-term resource management
direction—including inventoried roadless area protection and management—is through the local forest
planning process, which is governed by the rules at 36 CFR 219.

The phrase “the most appropriate process “fails to reflect the fact that decisions are made and must be
made within specific contexts. The Forest Service, for example, can not spend the entire GNP of the
United States in its efforts to make any particular decision. Other parameters limiting decision-making
include but are not limited to time, staff, uncertainties in communications, and imperfect information.
Decisions should be made using the best available means within constraints active at the time.
(Individual, Nederland, CO - #A19016.11110)
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191. Public Concern: The Forest Service should streamline the decisionmaking
process.

TO ELIMINATE LONG DELAYS

The decision process should be timely and eliminate the long delays brought about by layer after layer of
legal traversing.

Paper shuffling and multiple studies on the same research topic or proposed management action must be
eliminated. The USFS [should] become more time constrained, more oriented to actual on-the-ground
results. (Individual, Libby, MT - #A10531.12000)

Finally, make a decision and implement the decision as quickly as possible. It’s OK if everybody doesn’t
like it. The roadless issue has dragged on far too long. Our resources are suffering because of indecision.
(Business or Association, Spokane, WA - #A21364.10130)

192. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not make decisions merely to
avoid litigation.

The Forest Service must make decisions based upon the welfare of the forests and the interests of all
Americans in that welfare. Therefore, it must not consider the litigiousness of participants in any of these
processes. In other words, the Forest Service must not make decisions based upon its desire, or upon the
desire of local Forest Service employees, not to be sued in court. Where a pattern of frivolous lawsuits is
discernable, the Forest Service should petition the Department of Justice or U.S. Attorney’s Office to
seek monetary sanctions against the offending groups and the attorneys that represent them.
(Organization, Denver, CO - #A29624.15100)

The Forest Service cannot let the fear of a lawsuit unnecessarily influence its forest management
decisions or the timely implementation of actions such as timber harvest. The Forest Service also has a
responsibility in the continued viability of the United States industrial base, and cannot let the fear of
lawsuits result in an over dependence on foreign products due to a lack of U.S. production. (Individual,
No Address - #A28621.15166)

193. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make roadless area decisions
through an allocation decision process.

I think this rule should specify a process that allows people with a wide range of views to participate as
representatives. The letter writing campaign approach voting for or against a decision is not what was
specified by congress and the president through the NEPA law. I think this IRA issue is of such import
and is steeped in strong opinions that it needs an allocation decision process that facilitates participation
of the stakeholders but forced to go through an analytical process reporting the effects and trade-offs
with a decision at the end that allows a portion of finality at least for a specified time period (15 years)
and during that time then projects don’t have to reanalyze the roadless value issue again. (Individual,
Missoula, MT - #A28297.15100)

194. Public Concern: The Forest Service should issue a preliminary document
for public review.

Preliminary forest plan rewrites or updates can be prepared using known interests of various groups
including local communities and tribes. Suggestions can be solicited. It’s important to issue a
preliminary document for review because it will generate the needed thought, especially if there are
areas or items of disagreement such as road closures. Meet and work out the details. (Individual,
Minneapolis, MN - #A8016.15111)
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Decisionmaking Authority
Summary

The Forest Service — A variety of respondents suggest that decisionmaking authority should
remain with the Forest Service. Some say the Chief should make decisions regarding
management of roadless areas, but others defer to the Agency in general. Respondents say the
Forest Service should make decisions rather than Congress, rather than politicians in general, and
rather than the public. One association states that collecting comments from all interested parties
does not divest the Forest Service of its obligation to make decisions based on what is best for
the land and its inhabitants, within the confines of the current framework and congressional
direction. This respondent does not believe the general public qualified to direct decisions nor
should they be held responsible for land management decisions.

Respondents offer a number of suggestions on how the Forest Service can best carry out its
decisionmaking responsibility. Some of these include developing uniform direction for the
procedures to be used in roadless area management decisionmaking; conducting large regional
meetings of forest officials; allowing each national forest to assume the lead responsibility for
developing management proposals; giving the district ranger greater decisionmaking authority;
and allowing local forest managers to have complete decisionmaking authority.

Some suggest that the Forest Service should insulate local officials from decisionmaking so they
will not suffer negative repercussions from locally unpopular decisions. Finally, some ask the
Forest Service to clarify its authority and relationship with Congress, as well as the discretionary
authority of the responsible official.

Legislative Bodies/Other Groups — A number of respondents assert that Congress should
manage federal lands. According to some individuals, federal land, in general, should be
managed at the federal level in Congress, where there is equal representation. Those who take
this position say congressional decisionmaking would allow better consideration of local
conditions, an end to the present stalemate over roadless area management, and more consistency
in forest plans. Others suggest that the Forest Service develop management plans, then submit
them to Congress for final approval.

Other respondents suggest that states should manage federal lands. What would be most useful,
submits one individual, would be to turn all federal land over to the states and let them manage.
Both those advocating congressional management and those advocating state management stress
the point that decisionmaking should be the purview of elected representatives. Elected
representatives, they argue, would be more responsive to local concerns and more accountable
for their decisions.

Finally, people suggest that various other groups be decision makers. Suggestions include
committees composed of various groups: unaffiliated individuals, representatives of different
interests, scientists and Forest Service specialists, or a committee assigned by county
commissions.

Trust and Integrity — Comments evincing distrust toward the Forest Service and/or the prior or
current Administration are among the most prevalent comments on the Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking. Respondents assert that the Forest Service should avoid making decisions
in secrecy or with preconceived outcomes in mind. These respondents frequently comment that
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politics should be kept out of the decisionmaking process. According to one respondent who uses
the Tongass Forest Plan Revision as an example, the conceived failure of that planning process
did not come from local decision authorities, but because the national office became involved in
the decisions, decisions considered political but not applicable for the Tongass National Forest.
This respondent sees this as proof that national level policies are politically driven, while local
planning is based on science and what is best for effected citizens.

People state that the way the Forest Service handled the Roadless Area Conservation Rule has
damaged its public relations and community support. One individual believes that local

managers were pressured by higher management to identify roadless areas during development
of the Rule.

At the same time, other comments reflect the public’s suspicions regarding the motivation behind
this round of comment. One individual alleges that this administration must be trying to get rid
of the Roadless Rule, by sending it out for comment again. Along this same line, some say the
Forest Service should acknowledge its bias toward resource users, claiming that the agency will
screen out suitable roadless areas to be conserved, in order to satisfy consumer needs.

Both those who ask that the Rule be implemented, and those who ask that it not be implemented,
assert that the Forest Service should work to regain the public’s confidence. According to one
individual, there have been times, especially under the Clinton administration, that the
government seemed to do whatever it wanted, regardless of what the majority of people wanted.
This person points out that it is hard to have confidence when people do not believe they are
being listened to. Other respondents reference the fee demo program as an example of violating
public trust, while charging permittees, such as grazing, under market value, the Forest Service
seems to be taxing recreationists for low impact use of the land while resource users are
subsidized for impacting the environment. (See the Executive Summary for a more general
discussion of trust and integrity comments on the Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking vis-
a-vis those on the Roadless Area Conservation Rule Draft EIS.)

The Forest Service

195. Public Concern: The Forest Service Chief should retain decisionmaking
authority.

Chief Bosworth, you are the one who can decide for the common good, for the long-term. You and I
both know that once the beauty and serenity of wild nature is gone, it is gone forever!!! We can’t change
our mind. Please do not let us lose any more of our fabulous national heritage of nature and wilderness!!
(Individual, Denver, CO - #A11769.12122)

The role of forest level planning is to involve local public interest in advising and informing decisions
on national forest management. Due to the need for informing decision making on the remaining small
percentage of public lands represented by the roadless area conservation plan I feel the decision level
[appropriate] for these lands is at minimum the Regional Forester and best at the Chief’s level.
(Individual, No Address - #A30117.13100)

OVER ROAD CONSTRUCTION IN ROADLESS AREAS

Retain any final decision authority to build roads in roadless areas with the Chief of the Forest Service.
(Individual, Lyons, NY - #A1737.12122)
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196. Public Concern: The Forest Service should decide the management
direction for roadless areas.

We expect you to manage our public lands. We expect you to decide, by yourselves, if necessary, on the
correct course to take and then take it. You are not referees between competing relations or philosophies.
You are professional land managers and we expect you to go out and manage the land. The only real
mistake you could make would be to do nothing while the situation grows more desperate. (Business or
Association, Spokane, WA - #A21364.12120)

Surely the primary responsibility of a conservation administration is to conserve; in particular, to
preserve this precious American heritage that has survived since Colonial times. If the United States
Forest Service will not protect these forest fragments, then who will . . . ? (Individual, Tallahassee, FL -
#A6255.12120)

While we recognize the predicament the agency faces as land manager, it is still up to the management
agency to make the final decision on how its lands will be managed. Clearly, the Forest Service would
like to be all things to all people, but this is unrealistic. Simply put, the Forest Service must conduct a
comprehensive analysis of the lands in question, take into account scientific data, take into account
community needs, make reasonable land use decisions and accept responsibility for its management
selection. If the decision is appealed or challenged through litigation, the Forest Service must only prove
it made an informed decision. (Business, Denver, CO - #A29112.12120)

RATHER THAN CONGRESS

The management for roadless areas should be maintained and managed by local forest service personnel
under a code adopted by the Forest Service and not Congress. (Individual, Spring City, UT -
#A25950.25240)

RATHER THAN POLITICIANS

This continues to be an issue, which will impact Americans for centuries to come. Roads are necessary
often become pathways of destruction for the forests. There continues to be individuals who destroy
forest property wantonly or harass game or poach it. Careful consideration is essential. Political
gesturing does not help. Please allow the Forest Service to make the decisions, not a lot of politicians.
(Individual, Ventura, CA - #A7814.12120)

RATHER THAN THE PUBLIC

We would like to emphasize that gathering viewpoints of all interest parties does not relieve the Forest
Service of its duty to make management decisions based on what’s best for the land and its inhabitants
within the current framework and Congressional direction. Gathering comments from the public should
in no way resemble or encourage a quasi-voting system. The direction for managing our nationally
owned forests is given through our elected officials in Congress and managed by the Administration.
The general public is not responsible or qualified to make decisions regarding these lands. (Business or
Association, Portland, OR - #A19004.15150)

Competition for competing priority uses will continue to be an integral part of the management of the
National Forests. This is proper, but the Forest Service must remember that in the end they are the
agency that must make the decisions and implement the actions. Abrogating that responsibility based on
input letters, polls, etc. is neither proper nor ethical. The closer to the action the better the final decision
will be, which speaks volumes for delegating the decision to the local agency leadership provided they
decide within the confines of approved policies and programs. (Individual, Seeley Lake, MT -
#A8075.15160)

It is my impression that the Forest Service has very good skills in carrying on open public processes, but
then has difficulty reaching and implementing decisions. Perhaps there needs to be a clearer delineation
between the role of the public in commenting and the role of the Forest Service in deciding.
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Unfortunately, that is precisely what we all thought the early NFMA planning regulations did, yet here
we are today. (Individual, Spokane, WA - #A17819.15161)

BECAUSE IT HAS A DUTY TO APPLY ITS EXPERTISE

The agency needs to take a leadership position in managing the forests. The Forest Service has
tremendous expertise in managing natural resources, and it has a duty to apply that expertise. Recently,
the agency has explored various roles for itself in forest management, including those of facilitator.
From the ski industry’s perspective, it is crucial the Agency takes a leadership role in the management of
NFS lands, whether it is at a planning or site-specific project level. The agency is not merely a
participant in the process, it has a statutory duty to provide outdoor recreational opportunities to the
public under NFMA, the Multiple-Use Sustained Yield Act, and the National Forest Ski Area Permit
Act. As we witness an increase in involvement (in our approval processes) from other federal agencies
with little or no experience in providing recreation, the leadership of the Forest Service becomes even
more vital. (Permit Holder, Hood River, OR - #A13230.12120)

AS PROFESSIONALS, RATHER THAN REFEREES BETWEEN COMPETING INTERESTS

Forest policy should not be made by popular vote. The Forest Service has asked for substantive
comments to help with decision-making on this issue. We expect you to manage our public lands using
the best available science and substantive public input. We expect you to decide as professionals on the
correct course to take and then take it. You are not referees between competing religions or philosophies.
You are professional land managers and we expect you to go out and manage the land. (Business or
Association, Coeur d’Alene, ID - #A22058.12120)

BY DEVELOPING UNIFORM DIRECTION FOR THE PROCEDURES TO BE USED IN ROADLESS AREA
MANAGEMENT DECISIONMAKING

There must be regulations that aid Forest Supervisors and the plan revisions team that provide a

consistent procedural approach to Roadless Area management.

The final rule of 1/12/01 erred in being a “decision document”, unilaterally prohibiting certain activities
in Inventoried Roadless Areas. The new procedural regulations should avoid making decisions and
instead give uniform direction for the procedures to be used in making decision relating to Inventoried
Roadless Areas. (Organization, Chesapeake, VA - #A11804.10130)

BY CONDUCTING LARGE REGIONAL MEETINGS OF FOREST OFFICIALS TO DECIDE THE USE OF
ROADLESS AREAS

Regarding your second issue, that of working together, I offer no suggestions for solutions, but I do say

that while small committees would seem to be the most efficient means of deciding issues, they are also

prone to corruption or bias. I dare say that issues as important as the use and protection of our roadless

areas demand to be treated with great respect and I wonder if large regional meetings of forest officials

would be useful in deciding how best to use the areas. Large bodies of diverse, geographically scattered

members would certainly be harder to corrupt or bias and would yield more productive discussions.
(Individual, Cambridge, MA - #A11912.15000)

BY ALLOWING EACH NATIONAL FOREST TO ASSUME THE LEAD RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEVELOPING
MANAGEMENT PROPOSALS

As the federal agency which has been charged with the responsibility for the administration and
management of all National Forest system lands, each National Forest should assume the lead
responsibility through the forest planning process to gather and compile the necessary data in a formant
which can then be presented to the general public, elected officials, other state and federal agencies, and
other interested groups in an effort to arrive at a management plan that will gain the support of a
majority of the various interested participants within the constraints of the various laws and regulations
that are pertinent to the area. (Individual, Eagle, ID - #A3368.12100)

BY GIVING THE DISTRICT RANGER GREATER DECISIONMAKING AUTHORITY

Strengthen the staff and decisionmaking authority of the Ranger Districts. Districts should have the
necessary specialists to do the work and know the land, animals, landscapes and the social economic
environment with the District. Reaffirm the District as the doing level of the Forest Service and give the
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District Ranger greater authority for decision making and carrying out plans. Planning at the District
level should generally answer the how to questions using the best science, economic and social
information available to do projects. (Individual, No Address - #A26264.12125)

BY ALLOWING LOCAL FOREST MANAGERS TO HAVE COMPLETE DECISIONMAKING AUTHORITY

Require the Forest Service line officers to make decisions about each roadless area at the local level after
involvement with the public and other appropriate agencies.

We must bring the decisions about which areas should really be roadless and how they will be managed
on an individual basis using the forest planning process with all the players involved. (Individual, No
Address - #A20465.13110)

When not specified by law, in support of a more localized planning process, all forest plans,
environmental impact statements pertinent to timber sales and other projects on a national forest, science
based roads analyses and actions which meet compelling needs should be the responsibility of the Forest
Supervisor, who should be the Responsible Official, not a higher level of authority. Specifically on the
Tongass NF, the Forest Supervisor should be the Responsible Officer regarding determinations to
harvest in inventoried roadless areas in order to meet the market demand requirements of the Tongass
Timber Reform Act (TTRA). This is the level at which local knowledge is at its greatest. In addition,
this returns authority and responsibility to the level where it belongs.

In the administrative process, all appeals of rulings by the Forest Supervisor would be to the Regional
Forester who would be allowed to make the final determination. Additional remedies would have to
resort to seeking redress in the Federal court system. (Tribal Corporation, Seattle, WA -
#A20468.12125)

Most definitely, the activities that should be expressly prohibited are United States Forest Service
national direction. Local forest planning professionals should be allowed complete authority to
incorporate or exclude activities within such areas, after weighing and considering all public input.
Plainly put, professional staff at the local level should have the competency and self-confidence to make
these calls. (Business or Association, Cody, WY - #A19163.13214)

197. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not give local forest managers
greater latitude in management decisions.

Do not give local managers of these federal lands greater latitude in management decisions. Along with
what we create, our age will be remembered for what we chose not to destroy. (Individual, Boulder, CO
- #A26125.13110)

198. Public Concern: The Forest Service should insulate local officials from
negative repercussions of decisions.

This perpetual problem is best addressed just the way it was done in establishing the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. The only way to make such national policies work is to insulate local managers for
decision-making. If you change the rule every time someone complains or, put the decisions in the hands
of local managers who have to live with those who might disagree with the decisions is a guarantee that
no rule will work. We have lots of experience with this approach, so perhaps it is time to learn from that
experience. (Individual, Sebastopol, CA - #A2990.13120)

The current review is a not-so-subtle effort to return management decisions to local officials, a policy
whose consequences are revealed by the scares of 400,000 miles of roads in our National Forests.
Experience shows that decisions related to protection of roadless areas should be based on national
policy, not the whim of local officials. In fact, the local officials need to be insulated from decisions
made in the national interest that might be locally unpopular. (Individual, Sebastopol, CA -
#A2990.13120)
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199. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify its authority and
relationship with Congress.

The Forest Service should not blur the separation of powers among the 3 branches of government by
having Congress validate rules of local forest plan revisions. Congress should set general policy in laws
and the executive branch (in this case the F.S.) should implement and operate under those policies, via
rule adoption and action. (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A8793.12100)

200. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify the discretionary
authority of the responsible official.

AND CEASE DELEGATING AUTHORITY TO THE RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL WITHOUT REGULATIONS

REQUIRING AN EIS AND PUBLIC COMMENT
Responsible official’s discretion for future road decisions are too broad. Coeur supports a management
approach that provides for site-specific flexibility. Under this proposal the “Reasonable Official” would
have unlimited discretion in determining when additional protections should apply to inventoried
roadless areas or when unroaded areas should be placed off limits to future roads. It is also unclear if this
discretion of the Responsible Official would be subject to public comment, review, and appeal
procedures. Coeur opposes this delegation of authority to the Responsible Official without clear
regulations in place requiring preparation of an EIS, and opportunity for public comment. (Business or
Association, Juneau, AK - #A23080.12125)

201. Public Concern: The Forest Service should adhere to its agency mandate.

Forest Service should have a mandate that was part of their creation and the winds of political opposition
should not sway that mandate, if not in fact created as of yet, one should be created and never swayed by
any political force. Compliance with mandates of agency could be used as defense in litigation if
approved by Congress. Each Federal Agency has a mandate and should not be used to provide more for
one agency such as Forest Service Land being conveyed to Wilderness Designated Areas. Preservation
works both ways. (Individual, Lacey, WA - #A17762.15160)

The Legislative Branch

202. Public Concern: Congress should manage federal lands.

For several years the public has been pushed into one plan after another, one battle after another . . . all
rulemaking should be suspended until one grand plan that incorporates and encompasses the entire
process is created. Such a rule should then be brought before Congress to become law, such as the
Federal Land Management Policy Act. Rulemaking is a job for our elected officials who truly represent
the people. (Individual, Sun Valley, NV - #A30102.10110)

Federal land in general and the roadless issue in particular should be decided on a federal level in
Congress where all people from all states are represented. To allow federal land use policies to be
dictated by local and state governments usurp our rights as citizens to have national issues decided
democratically. (Individual, Kalispell, MT - #A26974.13120)

I believe that an act of Congress should be required to designate future roadless areas or implement any
sweeping changes to the public lands use policy. (Individual, Mayfield, UT - #A6629.12120)

An extensive collection of comments have already been provided on this subject to the Administration
concerning this matter.

Since President Bush and special interest groups evidently disagree with this Record of Decision
(published as part of the final rule, 36 CFR Part 294, Special Areas; Roadless Area Conservation, on
January 12, 2001 at 66 CFR 3244), this matter should be handled by a Congressional Subcommittee for
review with legislation designed for a vote. (Individual, Bethel Park, PA - #A29859.12130)
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This initiative goes against the core mandate of the Forest Service, to manage forests. This initiative is
not the way public land policy has been made in the past and should be made today. The best way to get
the issues aired is through hearings headed up by our elected representatives, such as in a congressional
debate over a wilderness bill. Otherwise the Forest Service becomes the mere political plaything of
pressure groups and environmental extremists. (Organization, Missoula, MT - #A28141.12100)

TO ALLOW INPUT FROM CONSTITUENTS

Congress should be involved in any Roadless plan so the people the Congressman represents can have
input. (Individual, No Address - #A457.12130)

TO ADDRESS LOCAL CONDITIONS

Forest planning should only be done through elected representatives using constitutional principles. Our
representatives should direct you what to do—not vice versa. The local representatives should be the
ones to determine local conditions where possible. I, or my proxy (local Representatives and Senators)
should not have a say in what is done in Vermont any more than Vermont should have a say in what is
done here. (Individual, Ogden, UT - #A494.13110)

TO ALLOW A CHANGE IN MANAGEMENT DIRECTION WITH EACH ELECTION, AND TO END THE PRESENT
STALEMATE OVER ROADLESS AREA MANAGEMENT

Designation of these Roadless Areas is a POLITICAL decision. It is not dependent on the physical or
biological characteristics of the site. Therefore, I feel that the Forest Service should identify the areas
that meet whatever criteria are established for Roadless Areas, display the resources of the areas evaluate
the environmental effects of designation of the area and have the local Congressman designate the area
establishing whatever management direction they feel is appropriate. If there is enough dissatisfaction
within the Congressional District the next election can address the issue. In this case the agony of an
unpopular decision will only last for two years [with] the local community. The Congressman can be
defeated in the next election and the process can be redone. As it is now we seem to be in an eternal
stalemate with no end in sights. (Individual, Olympia, WA - #A278.12100)

TO MAINTAIN CONSISTENCY IN FOREST PLANS

We need long-term funding and infrastructure for maintenance, timber stand improvement and
prescribed burning. Have all decisions go to Congress for approval, so there is consistency in the plans,
unchanging under different administrations. (Organization, Reno, NV - #A5987.17100)

DUE TO THE POLARIZATION OF THE ISSUES

This effort started as a political effort by President Clinton and VP Gore. It was then passed on to the
Forest Service to make it legally proper. Unfortunately, I cannot believe that this issue is ever going to
be resolved, either nationally or locally. Agreement is impossible due to the polarization of the issues
and there will never be total agreement on how much wilderness or natural area is needed. If a national
solution is possible, it should be made by Congress, not by administrative order. (Business or
Association, Colville, WA - #A3091.12130)

203. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize Congress’s authority
to create, modify, or terminate withdrawals of public lands.

TO ENSURE THE CONTINUED INTEGRITY OF NATIONAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS

Based on comments made by the Clinton Administration, this plan appears to be a thinly veiled attempt
at turning what should be a public process into a political one. In efforts to push the plan through as
quickly as possible, both public input and Congressional approval were ignored and denied despite legal
requirements. According to the Congressional Record of the 94th Congress-Second Session 1976, House
Report NO. 94-1163, pg. 6183, FLPMA reserved to the Congress the authority, “to create, modify, and
terminate withdrawals for national parks, national forests, the Wilderness system, Indian reservations,
certain defense withdrawals, and withdrawals for National Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Trails, and
for the “national’ recreation units, such as National Recreation Areas and National Seashores. This will
insure that the integrity of the great national resource management systems will remain under the control
of the Congress.” (Business or Association, Boise, ID - #A20607.12220)
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204. Public Concern: Congress should review all land use policies adopted by
the Forest Service.

SO THAT THE PUBLIC CAN HEAR THE DEBATES

All land use policies adopted by the Forest Service should be reviewed by congress and passed into law
through the resolution and not the veto process by congress. It is in this best regard that the rights of the
public will be protected and not destroyed by an out of control federal agency or a dictatorial president.
It allows the debate to be heard by we the public and it holds our representatives accountable.
(Individual, Napa, CA - #A7093.12130)

205. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make recommendations
regarding forest management to elected representatives for their approval.

USFS plans and recommendations should be made to our elected representatives with clear, concise
economically derived choices using defendable, peer reviewed science and management techniques. Our
elected officials must then decide jointly with the USFS any significant/recommended management
action. . . . The elected officials should have power to determine the priority of various forest projects,
be reviewed regularly as to the progress of said projects, and determine whether a project shall proceed
or not. (Individual, Libby, MT - #A10531.12151)

206. Public Concern: The Forest Service should submit forest plans to a local
vote, then submit voter-approved plans to Congress for approval.

Forest plans should not prevent resource development or place unnecessary burdens on mining, timber
harvesting, or recreation. Forest plans should be voted on by voters in the local jurisdiction, then the
vote-approved plan submitted to Congress. (Individual, Albuquerque, NM - #A10497.25000)

State, County, and City Governments

207. Public Concern: States should manage federal lands.

Roadless areas do not necessarily need to be protected by a federal bureaucracy. What would be more
useful, in my mind, would be to turn all federal land back to the states and let them manage it in the way
they see fit. Communism believes there is an elite group that knows what is best for society and that
they—we should just turn everything over to that group and all will be well.

DIDN’T WORK IN RUSSIA. HASN’T WORKED HERE OR YOU WOULD [NOT] BE ASKING
THESE QUESTIONS. (Individual, Hamilton, MT - #A94.12150)

In Nevada we have a limited quantity of privately held ownership of lands. Consequently, we are
sometimes “dictated to” by Federal edicts. I believe that individual States representing the people in their
states should determine the use of those public lands within their boundaries. (Individual, Carson City,
NV - #A1065.15130)

I believe that each state should have the ability to make the best decisions regarding the use of public
lands that reflects the views of local residents. More local control of public land use by individual forest
service managers is needed. The forest service should look at who the decision affects the most. A
greater consideration, regardless of the numbers, should be given to local residents, governments and
communities when making a decision that affects public lands and resources. A very minimal
consideration should be given to the view of those who do not live in the area affected, regardless of the
number of comments. (Individual, No Address - #A21353.13110)

Every state should control their own forests. (Individual, Polson, MT - #A1679.15130)
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I believe that each state should have the ability to make the best decisions regarding the use of public
lands that reflects the views of local residents. More local control of public land use by individual forest
service managers is needed. (Individual, Price, UT - #A26952.12150)

208. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow local government
entities to have a role in decisionmaking.

BECAUSE EXCESSIVE LOCAL CONTROL LEADS TO EXPLOITATION-DRIVEN POLITICAL PRESSURE

If, by “local,” the question means government entities other than federal, these bodies should have no
role in decision making. They can and should make suggestions and recommendations, but should have
no part in final management decisions. History has demonstrated that excessive local control leads to
exploitation-driven political pressure and over harvesting, with little attention to scientific resource
management. That characterizes the Forest Service’s past; we should not backtrack to previous days of
failed management paradigms. (Individual, Missoula, MT - #A17700.15130)

Other

209. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow various groups to be
decision makers.

DISINTERESTED, UNAFFILIATED INDIVIDUALS

Decisions should be made by a group of individuals whose interests and affiliations include even
proportions of all involved groups. Decisions should not be made by single individuals whose biases and
personal opinions will sway the decisions. (Individual, Saint Louis, MO - #A629.12000)

A COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS

I am a strong believer that a committee of experts is the best way in evaluating a protection area
especially if it is public grounds. Most definitely the local forest agency should be part of evaluation.
(Individual, Vancouver, WA - #A389.12100)

SCIENTISTS AND OTHER FOREST SERVICE SPECIALISTS WHO WORK WITH THE LAND

I believe that evaluating the needs of local forests should definitely fall on the shoulders of those
scientists and other forest service specialists who work and live with the land. Who else could possibly
be better qualified to determine these needs than those who tend to them daily? (Individual, Eagle Creek,
OR - #A29956.15169)

A PANEL OF APPOINTED PEOPLE REPRESENTING DIFFERENT INTERESTS

With all the varied values and considerations perhaps the Forest Service should not be the final authority
on designating roadless areas but a panel of appointed people representing the different factors. No one
is happy with a compromise but at least the Forest Service would not have to take the total blame.
(Individual, Ogden, UT - #A2288.12100)

A COMMITTEE APPOINTED BY COUNTY COMMISSIONS

Each forest should have a 9 member “ground truthing” committee out of 18 nominees initially selected
by the county commissions in public hearings, apportioned according to population. These people will
be elected in the general election, with the person gathering the most votes chairing, paid by the Forest
Service to go out on the ground for a year as a team, paid the prevailing wage with benefits, with a
deadline to hammer out a package for voter approval. Equip these teams with GIS and other mapping
equipment, supply timber cruisers and other forestry/biology professionals on demand, and the authority
to make a decision. (Individual, Whitefish, MT - #A13242.15152)
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Trust and Integrity

210. Public Concern: The Forest Service should maintain high ethical
standards.

The Forest Service would be less torn if it maintained solid standards of resource protection and didn’t
pretend that the public is its “customer”. Too often, biologists, hydrologists, and ecologists are muzzled
because the district ranger, supervisor, or regional forester has made a decision based on politics,
connections, ambition, or even personal financial self-interest . . . . Standards of ethics are badly needed
by your agency at the upper levels. (Individual, Victor, ID - #A20625.12230)

Very strong guidance should be provided from the Washington office in regard to ethics and fairness and
ensuring that the same is carried out in all land use decisions. Beyond that wide discretion should be
given local managers. (Individual, Ellensburg, WA - #A17772.13100)

211. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid making decisions in
secrecy.

REGARDING MANAGEMENT OF ROADLESS AREAS

It came as a surprise to Forest Service employees and the general public when President Clinton
announced the Roadless Initiative on October 13, 1999. The Forest Service field units were not
consulted, nor was their Union consulted as to possible employment impacts. At the time of that
announcement, it was not known which areas were being considered.

On May 8, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was released. Again, the upper
management of the FS strictly forbade any release of information prior to that date, and no one knew
which areas were going to be proposed, nor what the proposed management of those areas was going to
be. Some attempt had been made by local Forest Service offices to determine roadless areas suitable for
the President’s announcement, but that information wasn’t used in the DEIS.

Consequently, the May 8 DEIS came again as a surprise to Forest Employees as well as other publics
who were not consulted on which areas were to be considered. The DEIS’s inventoried roadless areas
(IRAs) were mainly selected by using the RARE II areas that were inventoried over 25 years ago. This
past inventory was a result of a report to Congress as an outgrowth of the 1964 Wilderness Act. As a
result of that report, about 40 million acres (22%) of the National Forests were made into Wilderness
Areas. 54 million acres (28%) of the National Forest lands were inventoried by RARE II, but Congress
has elected not to make these into Wilderness Areas and it was expected that these non-designated areas
would be converted back to multiple use. But these were the areas that the Administration selected as
IRAs in its new Roadless Initiative. (Union, No Address - #A28881.10135)

212. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid making decisions based
on preconceived outcomes.

We think that keeping open lines of communications, listening to concerns, and responding to them, are
the keys to laying a foundation for mutual cooperation on these issues. . . Ultimately, the Forest Service
must keep an open mind about the issues before it, and must not come to the table with preconceived
positions or outcomes in mind. Many of the concerns raised by the state, local and tribal governments, as
well as industry and other organizations, about the roadless rule as published on January 12, 2001, came
directly from a belief that the process that preceded that final rule was a predetermined outcome in mind;
the ultimate shutdown of the lands, regardless of the impact on localities, and regardless of the health of
the actual forests. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A6211.15100)

213. Public Concern: The Forest Service should keep politics out of the
decisionmaking process.

Please no Politics. This is too important and you’re in a position to make a non-political decision.
(Individual, Mesa, CO - #A13738.10160)
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Over half of our public lands are open to exploitation. Let’s be good stewards and protect the other half
from this political tug of war. These magnificent forests and the diverse wildlife they support are neither
Republican nor Democrat, nor should this be our agenda when deciding its fate. (Individual, Whitefish,
MT - #A13343.10160)

The failure of the planning process of TLMP and its revision, comes not in the local planning process,
but in the national political arena to summarily dump years of heartache among stakeholders, who
bought into the process to develop those plans, in deference to a national political agenda. This political
route was chosen over the recommendations and decisions of the local planning effort, which proved
that the system in place could work, especially when based on science not politics. (Business, No
Address - #A29718.12200)

Decisions on forest management plans and projects must be based on credible science, local knowledge,
and professional experience, not on political objectives supported by the counting of pro and con public
comments. When I was a District Ranger, I knew of no law, regulation, or policy that directed me to
make a decision based upon the number of comments received. Public input and participation in the
project was to assure that the planning team and line officer were fully knowledgeable of the project
resources and impacts, yes. Counting votes, no! The Forest Service has lost its credibility on this issue.
(Individual, Ketchikan, AK - #A28983.12230)

Consider that you spend days reading material from the forest service, took time from your work to
attend special public hearings and made great efforts to participate in a specific, concrete way in federal
decision-making. Then, as soon as a new President comes in, you find that the rule representing that
body of comments is being suspended until it can be completely reconsidered and rewritten, with the
clear intent to overturn the integrity and intent of the whole decision. You would feel angry, cheated, and
cynical about the words in the new pronouncements speaking about Science and Public Participation
when it seems so obvious politics. (Individual, Grass Valley, CA - #A23575.12200)

First, it should be established once and for all time that the national forests and all their resources are
permanent reservations which must be managed according to permanent policies that are based on merit
and science and not politics. Some of the problems facing the Forest Service and the lands it manages
have been created by irresponsible politicians, congressmen and presidents, such as the destructive
aspects of logging, mining, and ranching, for over a century. These are our lands, held in trust for us by
the federal government in perpetuity. National Forests are not the personal Monopoly board of the
president, his flacks in the Department of Agriculture, and the Congress to play with at the whim of
special interest groups.

Now we are confronted with an all-out-assault on our public lands, including the national forests, by a
president intent on opening the gates for all the extraction industries—oil, gas, mining, and logging,
because they ponied up an estimated $40 million for his campaign for non-election, and now it’s
payback time. Why should the American taxpayers have to close ranks and fight every anti-environment,
pro-mega business president who comes along and assaults our public lands, as we did under the Ronald
Reagan attacks? Why can’t we enjoy the security of permanent public policy which will manage and
preserve our public lands for our enjoyment and generations yet unborn, much as we enjoyed the
security of the Social Security Trust Fund before the politicians began dipping into it for their own
purposes? (Individual, Loveland, CO - #A9080.12200)

214. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that the way it handled
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule has severely damaged its public
relations and community support.

The Roadless Area Initiative is very controversial, both inside and outside the Forest Service. It has
magnified the conflict between the urban environmental community and other national forest users. The
battle lines are drawn. On one side is the federal administration and every environmental organization;
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on the other, every rural state and its governor, every county board, hunters, recreation vehicle users, and
logging and mining associations.

The Roadless Area issue is steeped in controversy. The decisions that led to this initiative were not open
and transparent. Only one group of forest users was consulted, and the other side was clearly and
intentionally locked out of the process. No effort has been made to consult local Forest Service decision-
makers. The local Forest Service staff is caught in the middle. Forest Service employees live in rural
communities affected by the Roadless Area Initiative. Because of the way this initiative was handled by
the federal administration, the level of distrust toward the Forest Service and its employees has reached
an unprecedented level. A little bit of consideration by the Administration for Forest Service-community
relations could have gone a long way toward diffusing the heated situation. As it now stands, the damage
that has been done to Forest Service public relations and community support may take years to repair
and rebuild. (Elected Official, Catron County, NM - #A15538.14120)

While Forest issues have often been steeped in controversy, the Roadless Area issue festers like an open
sore on the Forest Service horizon. Why did this come about? Largely because of the Administration’s
manipulative political maneuverings, the issue is lopsided, raw, and offensive. The decisions that lead to
this initiative were not open and transparent. Only one group of Forest users was consulted, and the
other side was clearly and intentionally locked out of the process. There was no effort by the
Administration to gather consensus or agreement. There was no effort to consult with the Union. This is
an example of politics at its worst.

We Forest Service employees are caught in the middle. We are here to carry out government policy the
best that we can. But we also live in rural communities affected by the Roadless Area Initiative. Because
of the way this initiative was handled by the Administration, the level of distrust toward the Forest
Service and its employees has reached an unprecedented level. This is very sad, because a little bit of
consideration by the Administration for our diverse populations could have gone a long way toward
diffusing the heated situation. As it now stands, the damage that has been done to our public relations
and our community support may take years to repair and rebuild.

We are asking that a moratorium be placed on this initiative and that all sides initiate honest
communication to diffuse this unpleasant situation. (Union, No Address - #A13245.10120)

215. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that local managers
felt constrained to identify roadless areas during development of the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule.

The Superintendent of [a national forest] stated in the public meetings in this area, that he had been
tasked to come up with some “roadless” areas for the Roadless Initiative project. In response, his staff
pulled out some studies from the 1970s in which certain areas had been identified as candidates for
“roadless” designation. He further remarked that, as anyone can plainly see, these areas were not
roadless in the 1970s and contained more roads now than then. Nonetheless, these were the areas that
were designated as “roadless” because he had to designate something due to orders from higher
headquarters. As one of his staff later remarked, this whole episode “marked a low point in our careers”.
Within the designated “roadless” areas were numerous private parcels of land which would require
access to be maintained by existing roads. (Q1 and Q5) Also, these areas contain numerous double and
single track trails that are open to motorized use. (Individual, Ruidoso, NM - #A17775.45512)

216. Public Concern: The Forest Service should address the public’s suspicions
regarding the real motivation behind this round of comment.
I am one of the 1.6 million citizens who submitted written comments on the roadless initiative, and one
of thousands who testified at well-publicized meetings. The vast majority of testimony supported
keeping inventoried roadless areas roadless, so I question the real reason for this second round. I am
suspicious that it may be an attempt to overtrun the roadless rule because:

1. The Republican controlled/ Bush administration has been relentless in its assault on every aspect of
the environment - air, water, endangered species, preserves, as well as the roadless initiative.
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2. The pathetic defense the Justice Department presented, and the absence of Forest Service
representation, at the Idaho suit against the Forest Service over the roadless initiative. This was a suit
against the Forest Service, which was denied the opportunity to respond, substituting Bush-controlled
Justice Department lackeys instead.

3. The government’s decision not to appeal this decision.
4. The difficulty in obtaining the questions that format this response.

5. The complexity of these questions, which will discourage participation by citizens in favor of
responses by funded extractive and exploitative industries and organizations (e.g. lumber, mining,
snowmobile, ATVs). (Individual, Lolo, MT - #A111.10000)

It is evident that the ANPR has a strong bias for abandoning the Roadless Rule in favor of the Forest
Service’s traditional forest-by-forest planning process. The ANPR failed to mention that the Rule was
developed with the most extensive public participation ever in a federal rulemaking process. The ANPR
instead just focuses on the allegations in lawsuits that “there was inadequate opportunity for public
review and comment on the roadless rule.” Does this mean that the administration is completely ignoring
the support of 1.6 million people who want to see roadless areas protected? Furthermore, the ANPR
questions the legal adequacy of the environmental impact statement for the Rule. The ANPR states, “it is
difficult, and perhaps infeasible to collect in a short timeframe, on a national scale, the local data needed
to produce a sufficient EIS that analyzes all relevant information or that proposes an adequate range of
alternatives.” But the Bush Administration is utilizing the same type of time line, and places the
comment period during the summer months. (Organization, Bozeman, MT - #A15467.14400)

Personally, I feel the current public comment period is redundant and wasteful, considering the fact that
the first round of roadless was the single largest public involvement campaign the Forest Service has
ever conducted. The reasons given for undertaking this process are vague and misguided. (Individual,
Lewiston, ID - #A29569.10152)

217. Public Concern: The Forest Service should acknowledge its bias toward
commercial interests.

The ANPR implies that local decision-making is needed because protection is warranted for some
roadless areas but not others. It states that most roadless areas previously were not recommended for
wilderness designation due to low wilderness values, inadequate public support, or “other resource
potentials”. It observes that the resource values of roadless areas “vary in importance”; specifically
pointing out that roadless areas contain 9 million acres of “productive timberland”. These statements
exhibit the anti-wilderness, pro-timber mentality that has eroded public trust in Forest Service planning
and created broad support for national regulatory protection of roadless areas. If the Forest Service is
going to claim some roadless areas have low wilderness values and measure their importance as sources
of timber, they should disclose that this is a bias to commercial extraction that is not based on science.
(Organization, Spokane, WA - #A18013.12230)

The Forest Service can work with individuals and groups with strongly competing views, values, and
beliefs in evaluating and managing public lands and resources by managing all existing roadless areas as
nonmotorized, nonlogging, nonmining areas. Then the Forest Service can look at the remaining majority
of federal lands and determine appropriate areas that can be reclaimed as roadless and reclaim it. The
remaining area would still be the majority of federal lands. Manage that as you have, which means
logging, roading, and general exploitation by industry. Industry would still have control of more than
half of the public lands. That should be enough. Maybe the remaining roadless lands will be sufficient to
provide a minimum amount of healthy forests, wildlife habitat, fisheries, water quality, clean air. and
wildlife recreation for humans, while industry plies its trade on the rest of the federal land, as it always
has. Wouldn’t that be fair? Protect, say 40% of healthy forest by keeping industry and Forest Service
“managers” out. Allow the rest to be pillaged as it has been for 40 years. Better yet, put the Forest
Service in charge of the industry land and a new conservation-oriented agency in charge of the
wildlands. How about it? Shouldn’t 60% of the land be sufficient for industry exploitation. I’d make the
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trade, right now. How about you? Oh, I see. You want it all. Well, therein lies the rub. Until you realize
that greedy little side of your agency and industry, then do something about it, you’ll never get people
together. (Individual, Libby, MT - #A14047.10150)

My concern is that the timber industry provided a lot of input to these questions to guide the discussion
away from ecological values and toward economic values. My concern is that you are disregarding 1.5
million comments in favor of preservation. My concern is that this administration could care less about
our planet and only want big profits for rich people, at any cost. My concern is that the outcome of this
discussion is a foregone conclusion and you are going to sell out. (Individual, Corvallis, OR -
#A2352.12210)

218. Public Concern: The Forest Service should avoid asking the same
questions until it gets the desired answer.

I have read your questions regarding the proposed changes. I think another question is far more
important, and that is: Why are you second-guessing a plan that was established based on two years
of effort, over 600 public hearings, and the input of 1.6 million people?

The current roadless rule is an excellent plan, with enormous compromises already built in to come as
close as possible to satisfying all factions. It was established based on a long, arduous, and bipartisan
process. For you to turn around and say “oh, a few of us don’t like the results so we will try again” is
highly offensive to all who worked for, and supported, the bipartisan compromise currently in place.

My father got a degree in chemical engineering just before the start of World War II. During the war he
worked in a plant which made tetraethyl lead, the gasoline additive which of course was crucial during
the war. Part of his responsibility was helping to monitor the ambient levels of lead in the factory (since
of course lead is a poison). When the numbers his group obtained were too high, managers above them
responded quickly-by saying “go back and try again”. He was sufficiently disgusted to leave the field of
engineering; after the war he got his Ph.D. in chemistry and taught at the University of Florida for the
rest of his life.

Your proposal to modify this carefully considered, well crafted plan reminds me of those managers who
by fiat overturned the careful measurements of competent engineers. (Individual, Greensboro, FL -
#A18256.10152)

219. Public Concern: The Forest Service should work to regain the public’s
confidence.

It seems the open meetings and comments in writing are very good ways of communication. My concern
and the concern of others is whether or not the federal gov. pays attention to what we say and what the
people want. There have been way too many times, especially under the Clinton administration, that the
government just did what ever it wanted, regardless of what the vast majority of people said. Somehow,
confidence must be regained so that we the people feel like we are actually being listened to. (Individual,
Stevensville, MT - #A17902.10131)

THE FOREST SERVICE CHIEF

Following are the comments of the Park County Environmental Council in support of the Roadless
Conservation Rule signed into law in January of this year. As requested in the process laid out by the
Bush administration’s new Forest Service, our group presents the following answers to the questions
composed, presumably by your staff. Though most of these questions have been more than adequately
addressed in the FEIS produced by your predecessor, and these questions, we believe, are an attempt to
confuse the public and provide a tactical avenue for delaying progress in protection of the public’s last
remaining roadless lands, we nonetheless will complete this task. Our group is disappointed in you,
Chief Bosworth, for your blatant retreat from your respected position as a steward of the land to your
new role as political puppet. Our group has difficulty with your apparent lack of integrity and we can
only ask, what or who has co-opted you? The public is not as ignorant or naive as many in your
administration seem to believe and this episode will only add to the discredit that accumulates daily from
actions taken by your administration. We ask that you make every effort to redeem yourself and restore

Chapter 3 Public Involvement 3-17



May 31, 2002 Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

our confidence in you by supporting the rule as it stands. (Organization, Livingston, MT -
#A19219.12230)

BY MAINTAINING ITS OBJECTIVITY

Everyone must have equal access to the process and equal opportunity to express their views. We hope
the back-room deals at the national level, which marred the initial rule making, are things of the past.
The word “collaboration” carries a negative connotation, one of cozy deals and distorted information
favoring one point of view or another. Decision makers must maintain their objectivity and assure a lack
of bias in data collection and its use. The image of your agency has been badly tarnished by real or
perceived coziness with special interest groups. The NEPA process was corrupted in the rush to
complete massive national initiatives before the last administration left office, becoming a means to
confirm decisions already made. The Forest Service as an agency will have to prove its professionalism
before re-earning the public’s respect, especially at the local, adjacent community level. (Business or
Association, Olympia, WA - #A3619.12120)

Everyone must have equal access to the process and equal opportunity to express their views. We hope
the back-room deals at the national level, which marred the initial rule making, are things of the past.
The word “collaboration” carries a negative connotation, one of cozy deals and distorted information
favoring one point of view or another. Decision makers must maintain their objectivity and assure a lack
of bias in data collection and its use. The image of your agency has been badly tarnished by real or
perceived coziness with special interest groups. The NEPA process was corrupted in the rush to
complete massive national initiatives before the last administration left office, becoming a means to
confirm decisions already made. The Forest Service as an agency will have to prove its professionalism
before re-earning the public’s respect, especially at the local, adjacent community level. (Individual,
Cloquet, MN - #A8272.12200)

BY BEING HONEST ABOUT THE ROADED/UNROADED STATUS OF AREAS

Unfortunately, in our community, the Forest Service and their representatives have lost all credibility on
this issue. Why? Because the most basic rule in public relations is to tell the truth, and the Forest Service
representatives did not tell the truth.

While there are many instances of this, the two key untruths told by Forest Service representatives were
that: 1) Certain areas that are designated “roadless” in fact have roads, and some have been clear-cut at
least once and 2) Areas improperly designated as “roadless” which in fact have roads, could be
reclassified as “roaded” areas. This was fundamentally dishonest of the Forest Service and its
representatives.

Several of your questions concern how the Forest Service can best work with often time competitive
users of Forest Service administered lands. You can only do that by maintaining your integrity as a
professional organization. Otherwise you simply are a pawn of whatever happens to be politically
correct at the moment, a servant of those who believe that their “end justifies the means.”

To regain your integrity on this issue it is necessary to acknowledge that some of the “roadless” areas
were improperly classified, and rectify the situation. If you have integrity, with time you will be able to
resolve the other problems, even if it sometimes means telling people things they don’t want to hear. But
without integrity you cannot get the support that you need from the reasonable majority of people who
are on the middle ground of most issues. (Individual, Markleeville, CA - #A15429.12230)

There is a great deal of frustration in North Dakota because the rulemaking and forest planning process
has failed to honor the promises made about collaborative decisionmaking. Instead, the western counties
face a shrinking economic base, threatened by cuts in livestock grazing, unavailability of land for future
energy development, denial of royalty rights, and continued conflict over what the United States
originally promised. If the agency has predetermined the outcome, no amount of process is going to
make the decision any more valid. Moreover, we do not believe that process will address the flaws
nationwide based on the experience in North Dakota. Unless and until the Forest Service is willing to
reconsider the roadless policy by recognizing these areas are developed and have roads, then the Forest
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Service is condemned to continue to make the flawed decisions and to further alienate the public that the
agency allegedly serves. (Elected Official, McKenzie County, ND - #A27737.12200)

BY CONSIDERING PUBLIC CONCERNS AND MANAGING USERS AND RESOURCES FAIRLY

The Resources Planning Act/National Management Act provides the US Forest Service with many
opportunities. Sadly, they have been squandered. The fault rests mostly on the shoulders of the Service
itself, which has failed to provide responsible leadership.

The US Forest Service was once one of the most highly regarded of federal agencies. In the recent issue
of High Country News Publishers, Ed Marston writes “The Forest Service organization, that has been
publicly humiliated for the last 15 years by environmentalists, by the courts, by industry and by
Congress. It is an agency that has lost to those interests the only power that counts: The power to
manage its 300,000 square miles of land.” How the US Forest Service manages roadless lands over the
next twenty or so years will significantly determine whether stature rises or humiliation continues. And
perhaps whether the US Forest Service continues to exist at all.

Some times spent generating this response and I ask that you give due consideration. I have been to a
few dozen events where a Forest Service executive remarked that everyone seemed angry with the
Service or disagreed with them and this indicated to the forestry agent that they (USFS) were doing
something right. Can you imagine a bank executive saying, “Since all of our customers are angry with
us, I must be doing my job well.” A common response to public input is something like this. “Well,
everyone has an opinion, you know.” I always take that to indicate the government agent making the
comment ignores good suggestions along with bad. The reality is worse, of course. The United States
Forest Service has been inclined to ignore good advice and follow bad. (Individual, Colville, WA -
#A20889.12230)

The other day I was talking to an older, local community leader in our rural area. We don’t agree on
resource management. But we were talking about how federal land managers insisted that old growth
stands of timber needed to be converted to young, vigorous stands of timber just a decade ago, and now
those same managers tell us it is important to protect old growth. We both agreed those managers were
either wrong then or they are wrong now and those forest managers don’t have much credibility. We
don’t take what the US Forest Service says very seriously.

How can you take an agency seriously when they want to charge owners of the lands five dollars to take
a three hour hike and a dollar and thirty five cents for a rancher to graze a cow with a calf for a month?
How can you take an agency seriously when they tell you to camp two hundred feet from a stream and
allow cattle to stomp down the same stream banks and crap in the stream? The majority of Forest
Service campgrounds are perched right on the shores of lakes, rivers and streams. How do you expect
anyone to take what you say or do seriously? (Individual, Colville, WA - #A20889.12230)

220. Public Concern: The Forest Service should honor existing agreements
between citizens and the government.

Existing agreements between citizens and government should be respected at all costs. Where such
agreements have been violated by the government, citizens should be duly compensated. A government,
which violates either contract or Constitution, is by definition a tyranny. It cannot stand, and with its
demise will die all the good it had hoped to accomplish. (Individual, Modesto, CA - #A14006.12200)

221. Public Concern: The Forest Service should be abolished or replaced.

There is precious little real, on the ground management being done anymore. In fact, insofar as I can see,
even the so-called professionals at the upper echelons of administration—including Forest Supervisors
and District Rangers are so deeply imbedded in the protectionist movement that they can no longer see
the viewpoints of the rest of us, and worse, they don’t care. When a Forest Supervisor can tell me to my
face that a recent fire in an area of over 50,000 acres left individual canyons without so much as one
seed tree within 10 miles, but that he couldn’t manually reseed the area because of various restrictions
placed on him by “higher authority”, and then immediately turn away and vociferously support the
roadless plan of Clinton’s, then I think either he is the world’s largest hypocrite, or he is particularly
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stupid, and in either case should be replaced. Perhaps the problem is with the forest Service itself . . .
perhaps it should be replaced, or simply abolished. (Individual, Pendleton, OR - #A666.12230)

Local vs. National Decisionmaking
Summary

Local (Forest level) Decisionmaking — Some respondents ask the Forest Service to define what
and who comprises “local forest planning.” These people state that virtually all national forests
span numerous counties, local jurisdictions, and in many cases, state boundaries. Thus, explains
one individual, the ramifications of decisions made at the ‘local’ level do not remain at the local
level. This person explains that the cumulative impacts of site specific decisions are far reaching
and can not be made on a site by site basis without taking into account the impacts on all
communities and the environment, not just the local one.

Some respondents do not find the distinction between local and national decisionmaking
problematic and advocate that decisions be made at the local (forest) level (see also Chapter 1:
National Roadless Protection — General Remarks: Need for the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule: Do Not Implement the Roadless Area Conservation Rule). Individuals, businesses, lands
rights organizations, recreational motorized organizations, industrial associations, special use
permit holders, and county commissions offer a number of reasons why decisionmaking should
occur at the local level. They assert primarily that it is not the role of the Washington Office to
micromanage resources; that local decisionmaking is required by the National Forest
Management Act; that only local decisionmaking can adequately respond to the unique
conditions and needs of different areas; that local residents have the most knowledge about the
resources and the most to lose if a bad decision is made; and that resources available in roadless
areas are vital to adjacent communities. Following this line of reasoning, some respondents state
that individual national forests should be allowed to opt out of the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule.

Others comment that no national forest should be exempt from the Roadless Area Conservation
Rule. These respondents question the value of “local expertise” as opposed to that of
professional Forest Service specialists, and ask how local expertise will provide more reliable
information than was gathered for the Rule.

Local (Forest Level) Decisionmaking with National Guidance — Most who address the issue
of local (forest level) decisionmaking with national guidance urge the Forest Service to ensure
that local forest planning adheres to the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. Others state that the
Forest Service should establish general guidelines for the consideration of roadless areas while
allowing exceptions as approved by the Secretary of Agriculture; while allowing forest
supervisors to nominate areas suitable for a roadless designation; while allowing forest plans to
allocate lands; while allowing forest plans to address specific forest activities that are both
feasible and sustainable; or while allowing forest plans to determine the relative merits of their
roadless areas and need for roads.

National Decisionmaking — Respondents believe that decisions regarding management of
roadless areas should be made at the national level (see also Chapter 1: National Roadless
Protection — General Remarks: Need for the Roadless Area Conservation Rule: Implement the
Roadless Area Conservation Rule). These respondents point out primarily that national forests
are national resources “and should likewise be governed by a national policy;” that decisions
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should be in the best interest of the whole country; that a uniform policy is needed; that local
interests are too often tied to profit of local interests and do not represent the collective will of
the state or the nation; and that the forest planning process has failed to adequately protect
roadless areas. According to one organization, the administration extols the local forest planning
as a highly collaborative process but does not point out perceived past failures of the forest
planning process to protect roadless areas, as shown by allowing roads to be built in the
remaining roadless areas. According to some, management decisions should be made on/y at the
national level.

Local vs. National Decisionmaking General

222. Public Concern: The Forest Service should review the Western Governors
Association 1999 Policy Resolution, Principles for Environmental Management
in the West.

FOR GUIDANCE IN RESOLVING THE TENSION BETWEEN NATIONAL AND LOCAL FOREST PLANNING

Strategies and decisions regarding protection and management of inventoried roadless areas should be
made during local forest planning. However, consistency with regional assessments and plans is
important. This and the following nine questions all seem to reflect on the tension between national and
local forest planning. For a template of how to resolve this tension, we recommend you closely review
the Western Governors Association 1999 Policy Resolution Principles for Environmental Management
in the West. (Business or Association, Washington, DC - #A17887.13110)

223. Public Concern: The Forest Service should tailor the level of
decisionmaking to the scope of the issues.

NATIONAL LEVEL DECISIONMAKING FOR ISSUES OF NATIONAL IMPORTANCE, FOREST LEVEL
DECISIONMAKING FOR ISSUES SPECIFIC TO THE FOREST, AND SITE-SPECIFIC DECISIONMAKING FOR
PROJECTS WITHIN THE FOREST
EPA believes that certain undeveloped areas such as inventoried roadless areas and unroaded areas
should be evaluated and conserved at several scales. EPA supports the hierarchy of land management
decision making principles outlined in the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), i.e., issues of
national importance are best resolved at the national level; issues that are primarily of importance only to
a specific National Forest are best resolved on a Forest-by-Forest basis; and issues that pertain to a
particular project within a single National Forest are best resolved on a local, site-specific basis. (Federal

Agency, Washington, DC - #A28843.20201)

The Forest Service must match the public involvement process to the scope of the issues. Where issues
of national import, such as the conservation of wild areas such as embodied in roadless areas, are on the
table, the public involvement process must be national and open to all citizens. Where the issues are
primarily of local concern, such as the availability of firewood, then the public involvement process is
best targeted to local interests. (Individual, Corvallis, OR - #A8027.15110)

Local (Forest Level) Decisionmaking

224. Public Concern: The Forest Service should define what and who comprises
“local forest planning.”
BECAUSE VIRTUALLY ALL NATIONAL FORESTS SPAN NUMEROUS COUNTIES, LOCAL JURISDICTIONS,
AND IN MANY CASES, STATE BOUNDARIES

Virtually all national forests span numerous counties, local jurisdictions and in many cases, state
boundaries. Considering this, defining what, or who, comprises “local forest planning” is vague at best
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and, to be accurate, misleading. The expression “local forest planning” is an arbitrary distinction and an
inherently discriminatory one as well. How is “local” defined? Everyone within 50 miles of the forest
lands to be managed? Within 100 miles? Within a day’s drive? Or should such a definition be based on
forest use? If so whose use gets priority (i.e. logging versus dispersed recreation)? Obviously attempting
to weight forest planning towards “local forest planning” is discriminatory at best and subject to legal
challenge should management of our public lands be based on such. (Organization, Richland, WA -
#A962.13100)

The term “local” in the context of forest planning must be clearly defined. What exactly constitutes local
planning when it involves a national forest that extends across county and state boundaries? The
ramifications of decisions made at the “local” level do not necessarily remain at the local level. Here in
the northwest, past decisions on logging, roadbuilding and grazing in the national forests have had an
impact on communities well outside of national forest jurisdictions in terms of their ability to obtain
clean water or to pursue commercial or recreational opportunities. Decision on the national forests in the
northwest have directly affected the commercial and sport fisheries in areas as far away as northern
British Columbia and Alaska. The development by the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) of the
4H rules for the watersheds of the northwest is a testament to what can go wrong with the Forest
Service’s version of “local” planning. (Individual, Anchorage, AK - #A20934.13110)

225. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make management decisions at
the local level.

I do not want freedoms restricted by the government or any other outside influence. If decisions are
going to be made regarding my Local Forest I want them made with the input of the local people and not
some Washington Bureaucrat. (Individual, Anaheim, CA - #A337.13110)

BECAUSE IT IS NOT THE ROLE OF THE WASHINGTON OFFICE TO MICROMANAGE RESOURCES

Allow District Rangers and Forest Supervisors to make decisions for the public lands entrusted to them
and support their actions that are in line with Gifford Pinchot’s maxim of ‘Greatest good for the greatest
number in the long run’. The Forest Service has some of the world’s best natural resource specialists
working at the District and Forest staff level. Allow them to use their knowledge, skills, and experience
to make decisions on what is best for the land.

The role of the Washington Office should be to set broad policy and management philosophy, not
micromanage the resources or look over Ranger’s and Supervisor’s shoulders. On-the-ground decisions
should be made by people on the ground.

Trust Forest Service employees. Support local decision making. (Individual, Westwood, CA -
#A360.13110)

They should be managed locally. If the local USFS personnel determine that a new road is necessary to
protect the forest or create a significant benefit to the community, then why should a national directive
that has not taken into consideration such issues be in the way? There is no way that the cumulative
effects of this plan have been taken into account for every single area designated. (Permit Holder,
Vadito, NM - #A20142.13110)

Other Concerns: The Forest Service must empower local managers and specialists to craft solutions to
their unique challenges on individual sites or units. Site-specific or project-level decisions on any scale
must not be initiated from the agency’s Regional or Washington Office. (Organization, Twain Harte, CA
-#A13434.13110)

The Forest Service must allow local managers to craft solutions to their unique challenges on a site-
specific basis. What works on one forest may not work on another. Project level decisions should not be
constructed or dictated from the Forest Service Washington Office. Forest planning and regulatory
processes should be given back to the professional in the agency. Planning and Regulation should not
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become a political popularity vote counting process. (Organization, Lake Isabella, CA -
#A20945.13110)

BECAUSE NATIONAL MANAGEMENT WILL NOT RESULT IN PROTECTION OF THE VALUES PEOPLE
REALLY CARE ABOUT
During the last few years we have seen a steady erosion of the local decision making authority and
responsibility. This has resulted in centralizing the decisionmaking authority at the National level. This
has impacted the local unit’s morale and reduced the local accountability. We feel that it is critical to
return to a decentralized decision making process, at least to the National Forest level.

Without a comprehensive and locally based process, including decision making, monitoring and
accountability, the future decisions concerning National Forests management will not result in the
protection of the values people really care about. We encourage you to reestablish local authority and
provide a meaningful process that will allow those that are most affected by resource decisions on public
land to be meaningfully involved. (Business or Association, Colville, WA - #A3091.12125)

TO ENSURE THAT GOVERNMENT ACTIONS DO NOT INTERFERE WITH THE OBJECTIVES OF LOCAL
PLANNING EFFORTS

In many communities adjacent to national forests, the good faith effort of local people to develop plans
for the management of natural resources, land use and development zoning are inseparably tied to the
uses occurring on Federal lands. Local communities as well as the individuals that make up the
community develop long term financial and cultural commitment based on their local plans and
authorities. Therefore, the USFS should conduct and coordinate all planning at the local forest level with
local planning entities whether State, Local or Tribal to assure that government actions do not interfere
with or disrupt the goals, objectives and management actions specified in local planning efforts.
(Organization, Murphy, ID - #A18024.15111)

Under the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning Act, land use planning on the National
Forest was to give major consideration to their impact on plans developed by local governments,
including the impact of the Forest Service road network on the local road system (See Senate Report No.
93-686 (1974). Since the closure, and lack of reconstruction, of Forest Service roads has the potential to
affect local government plans and roads systems the specific impacts on the governments prior to
adoption of the proposed action. (Elected Official, Douglas County, OR - #A11811.15130)

More local input by the people affected, so local industries are not closed by some rule made in the
higher offices of the Forest Service. These people still receive their money no matter what stupid
decision they make. A little accountability would go a long way in defusing any disagreements.
(Individual, Fallon, NV - #A21953.13110)

BECAUSE IT IS REQUIRED BY THE NATIONAL FOREST MANAGEMENT ACT

Maximizing the multiple use aspects of the forest is mentioned numerous times throughout the NFMA,
and it is the sole purpose of 16USC532. Local forest planning is the only way in which the mandate of
the NFMA can be met adequately. At times this may involve decisions concerning maintaining the
integrity of a roadless area, decisions which can only be made locally because each forest has its own
unique blend of local interface, history, culture, and the problems associated with those characteristics.
(Individual, Denver, CO - #A5433.20201)

The NFMA makes the land and resource management plan (forest plan) the focal point for management
of each National Forest. After adoption of the forest plan, all “resource plans . . . and other instruments
for the use and occupancy of National Forest system lands shall be consistent with the land management
plans.” 16 U.S.C. 1604(i). If a proposed “resource plan” is not consistent with the forest plan, the NFMA
requires analysis of a proposed plan amendment and the opportunity for public comment before the plan
amendment can be adopted and implemented. /d [Section] 1604(d) and (f)(4). Forest plans are the
engines that drive the forest management process.
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The NFMA similarly recognizes the need to consider relative values and local conditions. In the NFMA,
Congress concluded that it was “unwise to legislate national prescriptions” for all national forests
because of the “wide range of climatic conditions, topography, geologic and soil types,” and different
local perspectives on appropriate land uses in a particular National Forest. S. Rep. No. 94-893, at 26
(1976). This prohibition against national prescriptions also extends to Forest Service actions:

The Committee bill directs that guidelines be developed by the Secretary of Agriculture for the land
management planning process. While planning guidelines will apply at all levels, there is not to be a
national land management prescription. The general framework for the plans and appropriate
management direction would be established on a national basis . . . . The detailed application of this
framework and direction would be reflected in individual plans . . . . The Committee believes that in the
development of land management plans, the land manager must pay particular attention to the
identification of land suitability and capability for various types, level, and combinations of resource use
. . . and special resource relationships where hazards exist for the various resources [e.g., forest health
issues]. S. Rep. No. 94-893, at 35. (emphasis added). (Business or Association, Spokane, WA -
#A17351.20201)

Chief Bosworth, it is our contention that: (1) this ‘roadless discussion” is intrinsically and legally
inappropriate because it is intended to override the determinations of existing forest plans which have
their legal basis and credibility under the National Forest Management Act. (2) As you brought out in
your advance notice of proposed rulemaking the scale of this discussion is infeasible and duplicative of
the forest planning process.

It would serve the public’s best interests for the United States Forest Service to lead the public back to
the legal framework with which such values/topics can be legally considered, i.e. forest plan revisions.
(Business or Association, Cody, WY - #A19163.13110)

BECAUSE DIFFERENT AREAS HAVE DIFFERENT CONDITIONS AND NEEDS

I feel that local forest plan should be given the biggest role in evaluating management of inventoried
roadless areas. Every section of our country, state, county or area has its own “little signature”. How can
someone in California tell us in Chester South Carolina how to protect our forest. We seem to do a great
job here because we have not had the forest fires that California seems to have. Even a state as close as
Florida has problems with fires. These states must have problems that do not exist in SC, or they would
be doing a better job. (Individual, No Address - #A57.13110)

The disposition and management of inventoried roadless areas should be determined in forest plans on a
unit-by-unit, site-specific basis. These areas and their resources are vital to adjacent communities. A full
range of alternatives must be developed for each unit and carefully examined under the NEPA process.
Some may be best managed as roadless in perpetuity or recommended for wilderness designation, while
others should be developed for commodity production. A myriad of factors must be considered, such as
fuel loading, forest health, proximity to private or other public property, size, terrain, soils, watersheds,
minerals, wildlife and fisheries. Each unit is unique and needs a tailored prescription. While rules may
guide how the determination is to be made in a broad sense, the decisions should be made in the forest
plans. (Individual, Lewiston, ID - #A2872.13130)

It is inconceivable that anyone, especially professional foresters, would try to write a single EIS to
address all the diversities of the various areas included in the roadless policy. A separate EIS should be
written for each area. A committee in one central location cannot possibly cover all concerns and
diversities of the many separate areas included in the roadless policy. (Individual, Miami, AZ -
#A880.13230)

It is agreed by all that we need to protect our forest and make sure we address forest preserve part of our
forest for the animal habitat and water quality. I believe this can be done best on a local level. Each
community has their own set of standards or rules that need to be followed. The same applies to other
countries. What may work for one may not work for the other? There standards or rules . . . why would
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we agree to give someone or a group total power to make decisions for us that affect us but not them
without a fight? (Individual, Argonne, W1 - #A11688.13100)

Federal policy-making must recognize that not all “inventoried roadless” areas are of equal quality.
Much time has passed since the 1979 RARE II inventory, and conditions in many areas once considered
roadless—for purposes of the 1979 inventory—have changed. Likewise, we have seen dramatic changes
in the public’s use of NFS lands for diverse outdoor recreation. Given these dynamics, the Association
believes the local forest planning process is the most appropriate means for making roadless protection
decisions. (Permit Holder, Hood River, OR - #A13230.13110)

BECAUSE LOCAL PLANNERS HAVE A BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF LOCAL NEEDS AND CONCERNS
REGARDING LAND MANAGEMENT

I feel strongly that local land-use managers should be able to make the decisions on whether to allow
new roads and facilities to be built on public forest service lands. The federal government should have
guidelines and rules set for reviewing and making sure that environmental concerns are resolved, but the
decisions on how to manage the land should be made locally. Local governments and managers have a
much better understanding of the needs, issues, and concerns that are involved with land management.
Therefore the decisions should be made by those who are the most informed and knowledgeable with the
issues. These decisions should undoubtedly be made by the local authorities and experts. Please don’t let
local issues be decided by uninformed bureaucrats in Washington that are only concerned about what
their constituents from their states want. Decisions made on land usage have major impacts on the lives
and lifestyles of those in the local area. Let the local experts be the ones making the decisions.
(Individual, Houston, TX - #A4613.13130)

Local Forest Planning should be paramount in evaluating such areas. We’ve gone through RARE I and
RARE II and spent a tremendous amount of money doing so; then we’ve gone through study after study
until no one knows where we are anymore. To make a “cookie cutter” plan for the entire National forest
system is absurd. Only local planners can truly evaluate roadless areas for what they are, and should be.
(Individual, Pendleton, OR - #A666.13110)

The people of the local area should do the evaluating not the FS [Forest Service], their economy should
be a leading factor, is their minerals there, is their timber there, what’s the best way to get at it, how
about recreation, a camp ground, a park all these things should be looked at before it is environmentally
locked up. (Individual, Baker City, OR - #A1038.13230)

Informed Decision Making. The roadless areas are best planned and the management needs identified by
the local offices of the Forest Service. A substantial problem with the present rule is that there is no
provision for local Forests to make exceptions when it is necessary. Local public input was limited by
the way the information was collected and local problems were not identified or considered. The Rule
identified the values to be protected were national in scope, but did not consider the impact on local
communities nor was local input considered. The information about local impacts resides at the local
Forest offices and was not a part of the decision making process. These local offices have the
information on impacts and can acquire local input on the important local roadless issues. They should
be allowed to do this job. (Business, Viburnum, MO - #A11695.11110)

I value the decisions made on a local forest service level. They know the areas around them and the
people who impact and use the land. Comments should be made to them on a local level and not on a
wide scale basis. There are many areas that are inaccessible already. One local canyon was recently
locked up. Now, we are suffering many consequences: 1) the local sheep ranchers are unable to get
groceries and supplies to their herder. It was impossible to take the camp for a three-month stay, so the
herder was forced to live in a tent. Therefore, the grazing rights are currently for sale. This threatens the
livelihood of the ranchers. 2) The elk have reached an unhealthy population and hunters are not able to
take an animal. It would spoil before they could get it out of the mountains. Now the elk are running
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down on the highway. Over thirty big bulls, valued at $6,000 to $20,000 each has been killed by
motorists. The DWR have had to pay extra expenses to hire help and herd them off the highway each
night. 3) A local timber company has had to lay off 20 workers. This was a huge impact for our little
rural town since we only have three major employers. Satterwhite had the possibility of becoming the
fourth, but now we watch as the beetles continue to destroy our forests and we are helpless to watch. The
timber companies were responsible for taking all the dead lumber and also improving our canyon roads.
Most of the people who enjoy recreating here are from Salt Lake City and surrounding counties. We
don’t have the tax base necessary to maintain the roads in each canyon. But volunteers, the National
Guard and the timber company have taken care of us. No one in Washington DC is able to know and
understand any of the issues or their impacts. (Individual, Las Vegas, NV - #A26123.13100)

It is our opinion that the best form of environmental review is the one that is most closely linked to the
area in question. Forest planning issues should always be reserved for the local Forest
Supervisor/District Ranger review. Only he/she has the history and background necessary in order to
completely review a project for all its merits and/or shortcomings. While we understand that Washington
based mandates are more easily established and quicker to implement, they are often times negligent in
their ability to foresee opportunities or issues that may potentially arise. For this and many more in-
depth reasons, we adamantly oppose any Forest Planning decisions made at a level above the Forest
Supervisor’s Office. (Business, Twin Bridges, CA - #A8808.13100)

BECAUSE DIFFERENT AREAS HAVE DIFFERENT USE DEMANDS

While all of the national forests are open to the public, it is also true that forests in different areas have
different majority of use demands than other forests in other areas.

As an example, while the forests in upper New York state would naturally have a high usage of
backpackers and hikers, the national forests in southeast Texas would see almost no backpacking or
hiking. While some forests would draw a high percent of boaters and fishermen, other forests would not
be represented by those same type of users.

So, it’s almost imperative that each national forest be considered on an individual, and local, basis.
(Individual, Mesquite, TX - #A28471.13200)

The only appropriate avenue for considering land allocations on any national forest is through the
NFMA-mandated individual forest plans in which all multiple use considerations and social and
economic impacts must be considered. The basic premise of a nationwide roads prohibition is counter to
the existing Forest Service planning process and its current set of proposed planning regulations. Both
the current forest planning process and the proposed planning regulations emphasize local decision-
making. The preferred alternative of this proposal is a top-down management decision that forces
managers to make decisions based on a national policy that does not reflect local conditions. A perfect
example of the need for local decisions is the assertion in the FEIS that “there is currently a trend of
decreasing interest by the mineral industry in exploration and development of domestic mineral
resources” (p. 3-143). The opposite is tree for the largely under-explored Chugach National Forest, yet
there is no recognition of this fact in the FEIS or proposal. (Professional Society, Anchorage, AK -
#A21707.20201)

BECAUSE A MANAGEMENT CHANGE IN ROADLESS AREAS MAY ADVERSELY AFFECT THE REMAINING

AREAS OF THE FOREST
We question whether changing the management character of the roadless lands outside the context of the
forest plan is consistent with the National Forest Management Act, Renewable Resources Planning Act,
and the Forest and Rangelands Renewable Resources Planning Act. Since a management change in these
areas has the potential to adversely affect the remaining areas of the forest, we suggest that the roadless
issue only be addressed in the context of the forest plan. (County Attorney, Grant County, OR -
#A17667.20200)

BECAUSE PROFESSIONAL FOREST MANAGERS ARE TRAINED FOR MANY YEARS

In this political vote-for-your-favorite-forest-use-process, the professional forest manager is being totally
ignored. Schooled and trained for many years, these are the people who best know how to manage
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forests for multiple uses. Today, over 100 preservationist groups are petitioning to have all motorized
traffic banned from the 56 million acres. If that happens, the roadless areas become nothing more than
wilderness areas. In wilderness there is no need for management, no need for managers or foresters, no
forestry, just lock it up and leave it alone. (Individual, Salem, OR - #A5958.12100)

BECAUSE GREATER WEIGHT SHOULD BE PLACED ON THE GREATER FOREST EXPERIENCE

A mere counting of “ayes and nays” is not adequate. Perhaps a “stakeholder’s questionnaire” needs to be
developed that ascertains how many hours the person has spent in the forest. Is this someone who has
spent a lifetime in the forest, through all sorts of public policy fluctuations, or is this a person who spend
two weeks in July camping? All opinions definitely need to be heard, but in the final analysis the greater
weight needs to be placed on the greater forest experience. (Individual, Emmett, ID - #A110.15110)

BECAUSE LOCAL RESIDENTS HAVE THE MOST KNOWLEDGE ABOUT THE RESOURCES AND THE MOST
TO LOSE IF A BAD DECISION IS MADE

[Rural people] largely understand the relationships between resources and our national quality of life
because they grow cattle, farm the crops, harvest the trees and mine the minerals. They are also the
people who rely on our national forests for jobs, raw materials and the fun things in their lives. They
love undeveloped wild lands and wilderness. However, they also value the variety of recreation
opportunities the national forests are capable of supporting, motorized and non-motorized. They
understand that our nation needs the valuable products that can be produced from our national forests,
such as wood, forage, minerals and water. They understand the importance of an adequate infrastructure
to provide access to these forest land-roads, bridges, and trails. Effects of proposals such as this are
immediate and devastating to the people who live close to and depend upon the national forests. Please
keep in mind this urban vs. rural conundrum when evaluating input. Consider who has the most
knowledge about the resources and the most to lose if a bad decision is made. Don’t deepen the divide.
(Business or Association, Olympia, WA - #A3619.15100)

BECAUSE LOCAL RESIDENTS KNOW HOW THEIR FORESTS HAVE BEEN USED THROUGH TIME

The Forest Service is notoriously ahistorical—old cabins with years of history are burnt down without
notice, old mine shafts are plowed under and destroyed, seemingly without a thought for the lost human
legacy. Managing a natural landscape does not mean ignoring historic use. Local inhabitants know how
their forests have been used through time, and their input should weigh heavily for any road closures and
new limits on currently roaded areas. (Individual, West Yellowstone, MT - #A1045.15111)

BECAUSE ROADLESS AREAS ARE VITAL TO ADJACENT COMMUNITIES

The disposition and management of inventoried roadless areas should be determined in forest plans on a
unit-by-unit, site-specific basis. These areas and their resources are vital to adjacent communities. A full
range of alternatives must be developed for each unit and carefully examined under the NEPA process.
Some may be best managed as roadless during the life of the forest plan or recommended for wilderness
designation, while others should be developed for commodity production. A myriad of factors must be
considered, such as fuel loading, forest health, proximity to private or other public property, size, terrain,
soils, watersheds, minerals, wildlife and fisheries. Each unit is unique and needs a tailored prescription.
While rules may guide how the determination is to be made in a broad sense, the decision should be
made in the forest plans. Whatever the case, it is absolutely necessary that the forest plans be completed
in a timely manner. (Business, Lewiston, ID - #A7991.13110)

The Forest Service should work with the local communities that are directly affected by any decisions
concerning these wild lands overseen by tribes or state directly affected. Any organizations or
individuals who claims to be “acting in the interests of the wilderness areas” are just that . . . acting!
There is no way to put this much land back to 100 years ago”, nor should we. Our very lives depend on
these watersheds, minerals and wood products. (Individual, Three Forks, MT - #A697.15100)

Local values should be of utmost consideration. Too many times have national decisions been made that
have been very damaging to local economies and local lifestyles based solely on the desires of very
vocal groups who seldom are directly impacted by those decisions. I know of no one who wants to
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destroy or damage our local forest for the very fact that our lifestyles would suffer the most if we were to
lose our access privilege either through loss of quality of forests or through regulations based on foreign
decision making. Rural Utah does not have the population required to sway federal decision makers so
making decisions based on political or nationally popular agendas is unfair and not necessarily best for
the forests. (Individual, Richfield, UT - #A27881.13100)

BECAUSE NATIONAL PLANNING DOES NOT ALLOW AN ADEQUATE TIMEFRAME TO CONSIDER IMPACTS
ON INDIVIDUAL ROADLESS AREAS

It is hard to fathom how a national policy could adequately evaluate all impacts to roadless areas within
the eighteen months it took to develop and finalize the policy. Single National Forest planning, and even
single project planning by the Forest Service, can take anywhere between one to five years to complete
with a minimal average of least two years. These simple facts raise serious doubt as to the appropriate
and adequately deliberated consideration of roadless policy impacts. An agency policy that affects all
roadless areas through one national decision cannot address the unique forest conditions of each
individual Forest or roadless area. Due to the time consuming nature of NEPA processes, and the lack of
detailed roadless area information, there is much cause to support roadless area consideration through
the normal National Forest Management Act (NFMA) authorized National Forest System planning
process. (Professional Society, No Address - #A29920.10134)

BECAUSE LOCAL PLANNERS ARE BEST ABLE TO DEAL WITH PROBLEMS IN A TIMELY MANNER

I feel local situations require local decisions. Not only forest fires but insect infestations, watershed, and
plant life trends need to be dealt with locally so those with the most information about a problem are
able to design a program that best fills the needs in a timely manner. Too often invasive plants, insects,
watershed problems and such have done so much damage by the time any local effort is allowed to be
put into action. (Individual, Richfield, UT - #A27881.13110)

IN SPITE OF THE THREAT OF LITIGATION FROM WILDERNESS ADVOCACY GROUPS

Site specific and project level decisions should not come form the Washington D.C. office. The
decisions should remain at the local level with input from the communities. We would like more
advanced notice of public meetings. More public announcements of such meetings with lengthier
comment periods in order to properly address issues of public concern. We urge you not to be influenced
by the threat of litigation from Wilderness Advocacy Groups. We wholeheartedly support multiple use
management for our public lands. (Organization, Bullhead City, AZ - #A12066.12100)

226. Public Concern: The Forest Service should consider that localizing
decisionmaking requires that current law be revised.

Localizing decision authority is impossible, and will remain so, until NEPA, NFMA, and a pile of other
Seventies-vintage laws are reformed. (Individual, Whitefish, MT - #A20672.20200)

227. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow local decisionmaking only
if an easily accessible appeals process is in place.

Local planning is too easily swayed by local issues and often fails to see the “big picture” that is more
easily addressed on a national and international level. While local input is useful and should not be
disallowed, the entire decision should not be left at a local level unless there are available and easily
accessible appeal processes that can be accessed by any concerned person. (Individual, No Address -
#A27088.10130)

228. Public Concern: The Forest Service should develop regional guidance for
implementing the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

The Douglas Indian Association, a Federally recognized tribe, respectfully requested that the USDA
Forest Service revert back to regionalized planning in each of the national forests in the United States.
The Roadless Policy placed on all the national forests last year minimized the benefits of the
regionalized approach to land planning. The local management concerns are largely ignored with blanket
policies such as the Roadless Policy. (Tribal Association, No Address - #A23324.12311)
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WHICH RECOGNIZES THE DIFFERENT CONDITIONS AND MANAGEMENT NEEDS OF FORESTS IN
DIFFERENT AREAS OF THE COUNTRY

Ecological needs and human values differ, for example, between eastern and western forests and the
people who use them. The Wildlife Management Institute would support a provision in the modified
Rule that authorizes the development of regional guidance to aid in implementation of the roadless Rule
by allowing the consideration of factors that could vary geographically such as forest size, vegetation
types, watershed configuration, and proximity of human populations. We believe these types of
exceptions would address the principal concerns raised by stakeholders. If coupled with the
establishment of categories of roadless areas for which exceptions would not apply . . . this limited
expansion of the Rule’s exceptions could furnish the basis for seeking consensus on a modified Rule.
(Organization, Washington, DC - #A21762.45340)

Wisconsin forests and Wisconsin forest policy debates are different from western forests and western
political issues. The roadless rule does not recognize this distinction, but should. (Professional Society,
Eagle River, WI - #A19071.45600)

As you work toward a reasonable approach to this problem, remember that the one-size-fits-all theory
that is so often used by government agencies is not appropriate in this case. The south is different from
the Pacific Northwest, Lakes states and other sections of the country. It should be treated as such.
(Business, No Address - #A17224.45341)

229. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow local districts to manage
forests under a sustainable yield harvest plan.

TO ENABLE DISTRICTS TO BE ECONOMICALLY SELF-SUFFICIENT

I say let each local district manage their forests on a sustainable yield harvest plan—trees in Colorado
grow at a different rate than trees in Montana—trees around Seeley Lake grow at a different rate than
trees by Philipsburg. Multiple-use is good and it fits well but again let each local district make their
decisions. Each district needs to be self-supporting economically and decisions of their resources need to
be made based on that. Example all the jobs in that district need to be supported by the resources of that
district. (Individual, Seeley Lake, MT - #A5437.13110)

230. Public Concern: The Forest Service should allow individual national forests
to opt out of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

I strongly support changes to the Roadless Area Conservation Rule. I particularly support allowing
individual national forests to opt out of the rule and decide to go back to logging, building roads in, or
otherwise developing these areas, including all those in Alaska’s Tongass forest. (Individual,
Marthasville, MO - #A6704.10130)

OR TO MAKE LOCAL EXCEPTIONS TO THE RULE’S PROHIBITIONS

I am in favor of allowing flexibility in the ruling to allow individual communities through local councils
the ability to recommend areas that are practical for road building given circumstances unique to that
community. For example, if the Ketchikan Assembly feels that areas within their jurisdiction are
sensible for development, then there should be allowance in the law for that to happen, such as potential
development on Gravina Island. There should be reasonable concession for recreation, mining and
timber activities to continue. (Individual, Juneau, AK - #A23200.15111)

The FRWG supports opportunities for local input to the Rule in two basic ways. First, citizens living
near the inventoried areas should have the opportunity, individually or through their organizations, to
persuade the Service, in this review, that clearly defined and limited exceptions to the prohibitions,
specifically designed to enhance the ecological values of roadless areas, should be made a part of the
Rule, e.g. that geographic differences justify greater flexibility to address unique characteristics. Second,
local input is important, and already provided for in the Rule, with respect to proposing and justifying
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exemptions for specific activities in specific places. What should not be allowed, and cannot be justified
if the Service is to keep its pledge, is the wholesale granting of discretion to adopt local proposals for
road building or timber harvesting in the inventoried areas for whatever reason that may be put forward,
such as, for vague and ill-defined forest health reasons. (Organization, Washington, DC -
#A23283.15111)

231. Public Concern: The Forest Service should not allow individual forests to
opt out of the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.

Local forests should implement and augment national policy protecting roadless areas (the Roadless
Area Conservation Rule). They should NOT be allowed the option to ignore the Rule and develop their
roadless areas. Instead, they should work to identify roadless areas that were omitted from inventories
used to create the Roadless Area Conservation Rule, protect those newly identified roadless areas in the
same manner as inventoried roadless areas (as Wilderness Study Areas are protected in the same manner
as Wilderness), and submit them to the Forest Service national office for addition to the national
inventory. (Organization, Escalante, UT - #A27872.13200)

232. Public Concern: The Forest Service should recognize that “local expertise”
may or may not be superior to professional Forest Service expertise.

DEPENDING ON THE MOTIVATION

The notion that “local expertise” is superior to professional Forest Service expertise is both true and
false, depending on the expert to whom you are listening. For the most part, in recent years, that notion
has been promoted, not so much by local residents as by those who have invested in local land for
mining, timber, recreation and/or grazing. I am well acquainted with a successful Colorado rancher who
has been recognized by the USFS as a model steward of leased grazing land, and who is a supporter of
roadless areas. Good business and conservation are not necessarily at odds, but greed and conservation
are. “Local experts,” like my rancher friend, can indeed be more knowledgeable than well-educated
government scientists familiar with a different part of the country, but they are often experts in only their
own self-interest, not in the long-term best interests of the country. (Individual, Fort Collins, CO -
#A12852.13110)

233. Public Concern: The Forest Service should clarify how local expertise will
provide more reliable information than was gathered for the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

The USDA apparently believes that the only true basis for decision is based on local input. The May 10,
2001 press release states that the USDA will examine “more reliable” information and accurate
mapping, including drawing on local expertise and experience through the local forest planning
process.” It is unclear how local expertise and experience will provide more reliable information than
that gathered in the extensive review leading to the January 12th rule. The USDA should certainly be
responsive to local input and information, but not to a greater extent than any other interested party.
Local input is not the only source of reliable information. (Individual, Chico, CA - #A17483.15112)

Local (Forest Level) Decisionmaking with National Guidance

234. Public Concern: The Forest Service should ensure that local forest
planning adheres to the Roadless Area Conservation Rule.
If you are asking what the job of the local Forest Service administrator is, it should be to manage the
local forest as the public wishes, which the public has expressed previously concerning the roadless

initiative. So, local forest planners should follow the national policy. (Individual, Macomb, IL -
#A95.13130)
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The current rule does not allow decisions to be made at the local level through the forest planning
process under a set of national criteria.

The Secretary of Agriculture must establish national standards to guide roadless area conservation. The
new rule should require Forest Service line officers to apply those standards through the forest planning
process.

Further, the new rule should require Forest Service line officers to make decisions about roadless at the
local level with adequate state and public involvement processes.

The new rule should eliminate the national application of the current rule.

I am in support of roadless area conservation of these roadless areas that meet the national standards
based on the information available by area. (Individual, McMinnville, OR - #A818.13130)

Inventoried roadless area prohibitions must be codified in Forest Plan revisions and amendments but, for
consistency, they must be decided Nationally for all roadless areas. This direction must apply to all
National Forest roadless areas that exist. The local Forest manager should not be free to choose what
may or may not take place on a roadless area. They must be involved in deciding how to best implement
National direction.

This should be true even if that means rejecting an alternative project that is proponent driven, or a
project that is strongly supported locally. (Individual, Grangeville, ID - #A830.13130)

These areas should clearly not be subject to local control, as this is clearly an issue that must have
participation of the entire nation. Simply because land exists in a certain state or locality does not mean
it is theirs to control in any way they wish, to possibly sacrifice long-term planning for short-term jobs.
The Roadless Area Conservation Rule is required and protection of these areas must be secured into the
future. Local areas can be involved in securing these areas and in making sure other suitable regions are
likewise identified and protected. (Individual, Lexington, KY - #A1077.13130)

The role of local forest planning is to protect and manage inventoried roadless areas in accordance with
RACR. These are National Forests, not local forests. (Individual, Livingston, MT - #A8306.13130)

Forest plans as they come up for renewal should be brought into alignment with the decision to protect
remaining roadless areas. (Individual, Santa Fe, NM - #A11703.13130)

BY NOT ALLOWING LOCAL FOREST PLANNING TO MAKE EXCEPTIONS TO THE ROADLESS AREA
CONSERVATION RULE

The Rule expressly allows for exceptions to the prohibitions, such as to protect public health and safety.

Allowing forest plans to make additional exceptions for specific activities would completely undermine

the Rule, setting the stage for a return to the incremental destruction of roadless areas that the Rule

intended to stop. Roadless areas should receive additional protection through the forest planning process,

especially from destructive off-road vehicles and mining. (Individual, Fresno, CA - #A1593.13100)

The regulations need to be more specific and to leave less decision making to the discretion of local
responsible officials. They need more specific guidance in implementing the roadless area regulations.
The vagueness of parts of the regulations make them subject to challenge in the courts. It is an important
subject and the regulations are too brief, lacking in clarity and too open to interpretation by local
“responsible officials.” (Organization, Fullerton, CA - #A3705.13100)

BY MAINTAINING A HIGH THRESHOLD FOR GRANTING EXCEPTIONS

Procedures for granting exceptions based on local input should include public comment and place a high
threshold to be crossed for granting exceptions. (Individual, Denton, TX - #A156.14410)
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235. Public Concern: The Forest Service should evaluate local decisions
regarding inventoried roadless areas within the context of the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule.

WITH REGULAR AND ON-GOING NATURAL RESOURCE INVENTORIES AND ASSESSMENTS

The national public desires roadless areas to be continued in their unroaded condition. This question has
been decided overwhelmingly. Within the RACR there is substantial flexibility and there are many local
issues to be resolved within the framework of that flexibility. Many in the environmental community
strongly argued that the RACR was too open ended in many regards, and these very issues now face
local forests for planning and resolution. How the local forests make these decisions and implement
plans may preclude additional issues from reaching the same level of national concern (e.g. off-road
vehicle use and other activities . . . .).

As the Forest Service evaluates local decisions regarding inventoried roadless areas within the context of
the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (and other national policy guidance), this evaluation needs to be
done in the context of regular, on-going natural resource inventories and assessments, and at the time
when decisions are to be proposed which may affect roadless areas covered by the Roadless Area
Conservation Rule. Any evaluation prior to such decisionmaking process seems to be academic and a
waste of time. (Individual, Corvallis, OR - #A15303.13130)

236. Public Concern: The Forest Service should establish general guidelines for
the consideration of roadless areas.

Give local forest managers guidelines (like installing roads along contour lines and far away from
streams) but allow them the responsibility to make decisions regarding management of local forests,
inventoried or not. State Forestry agencies manage on a local level very well. (Individual, Princeton,
WV - #A18086.13110)

Allow local forest planning to apply broad National standards in managing the roadless areas.
Consultation with Wisconsin’s citizens and resource professionals, not a directive from Washington
D.C., should be at the forefront of such change. (State Agency, Madison, WI - #A28775.13110)

WHILE ALLOWING EXCEPTIONS AS APPROVED BY THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

A national rule should provide the overarching criteria for the preservation of inventoried unroaded areas
and specify the exceptions. The designation of reconsidered or new candidate roadless areas should be
screened to select those inventoried areas that are ecologically important. Examples of ecologically
important areas would include those that are: critical to water quality; provide endangered species
protection; include ecosystem values; and where there is public support to remain roadless and
opportunities exist to minimize potential use conflicts. Any construction of new roads or improvement
of existing ones in areas designated as roadless should be based on specific exception criteria set forth in
a national rule. In cases where important national priorities need to be addressed, a mechanism should be
developed to enable the Secretary to authorize an exception to a national rule. (Federal Agency,
Washington, DC - #A28843.50000)

WHILE ALLOWING FOREST SUPERVISORS TO NOMINATE AREAS SUITABLE FOR DESIGNATION

The key question is. How many million of acres must be designated for such purposes, thereby
essentially excluding all other uses and users? I believe this is suitably answered by allowing
Supervisors of individual forests to nominate those portions most suitable for such designation following
very specific scientific, economic and common sense criteria and guidelines that are applicable to all of
our National Forests. Such criteria and guidelines must consider factors such as: The presence and
abundance of sensitive species and amount and types of suitable available habitat present; the amount
and type of commercial timber present and the economic and environmental costs and benefits
associated with the harvesting and removal of the mature timber, accessibility of the areas to the public
via existing roadways and trails and current and projected rates of use by the public (including ranchers
holding grazing permits), the societal impact that closure of these areas to vehicular traffic would have
on members of the public engaged in camping, bird watching, wildlife viewing, hunting, fishing, hiking,
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trapping, collecting firewood, cutting Christmas trees, logging, livestock, grazing, and other economical
and recreational pursuits. (Individual, Cedar City, UT - #A20426.12125)

WHILE ALLOWING FOREST PLANS TO ALLOCATE LANDS

The regulations should be general, short and simple, providing direction to guide consideration of
roadless units in the forest plans. They should not make any blanket, nationwide set-asides of roadless
lands. Allocation of these lands should be done in the forest plans. (Organization, No Address -
#A8227.15100)

WHILE ALLOWING FOREST PLANS TO ADDRESS SPECIFIC FOREST ACTIVITIES THAT ARE BOTH
FEASIBLE AND SUSTAINABLE

Agency goals for US Forest Service system ecosystem management should be broadly set at the top

levels and should serve as an umbrella of guidelines for regional and local forest units to work within.

Within the overall guidelines for the agency, variations at the regional and/or individual forest levels
should be allowed to address specific forest activities that are both feasible and sustainable. (Individual,
No Address - #A29334.13130)

WHILE ALLOWING FOREST PLANS TO DETERMINE THE RELATIVE MERITS OF THEIR ROADLESS AREAS

AND NEED FOR ROADS
The role of the National office of the Forest Service should be to provide direction or guidelines to help
the forest or regions determine the relative merits of their roadless areas. This guidance shouldn’t be a
strict, by the numbers direction, but more general such as, amount of critical wildlife habitat,
presence/how much spectacular scenery, relative regional abundance of undisturbed areas, how much
local demand there is for roadless vs. roaded recreation, etc. A decision needs to also be made on
whether an area is best managed with roads or without. Some areas in the West have tremendous
accumulations of fuels that cannot be efficiently dealt with without building roads. Many of these values
can be protected without declaring an area totally hands off. (Individual, Wrangell, AK -
#A30478.13130)

237. Public Concern: The Forest Service should use local knowledge to
enhance national planning.

Local planning is essential, but should not outweigh federal planning efforts. Local planning is subject to
too much manipulation by one or two powerful interests—for example, a large lumber company or
mining outfit that employs a lot of people in a small town can corrupt the process. (Not that the USFS
doesn’t have the same problem, but at least there’s some semblance of national oversight.) Federal
planning should be in concert with local efforts. No one should need to reinvent the wheel to get
something done—use local knowledge to enhance federal efforts. Use the people already on the ground,
who have built up relationships with local people, and give them a clear cut set of criteria that they can
defend, and send them out to do inventories. Make sure they understand that what they are doing is
critically important, and that their work will not be overlooked or used against them down the road.
Ensure there are systems in place to check for data anomalies, etc. (Individual, No Address -
#A29275.13130

National Decisionmaking

238. Public Concern: The Forest Service should make management decisions at
the national level.

BECAUSE NATIONAL FORESTS ARE NATIONAL RESOURCES

The local role should be highly limited in decisions about which areas should be subject to which
conservation measures. National forests are national resources, so decisions about them should be made
in the national interest. The interests of local players should receive a weight proportional to their
membership in the national polity. Because local players often have more intimate knowledge about the
national forests in their areas, they should be given a platform to voice their opinions and observations,
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but not as deciding voice in matters that are of importance to all Americans whether or not they are in a
position to live near a national forest. (Individual, New Haven, CT - #A616.13120)

I believe that national forests are national assets, and should be safeguarded as repositories of both
tangible and intangible riches. It is the role of the government to examine the role of the whole national
forest in the whole country, and to recognize and protect these designated national treasures for the long-
term good of our country. It may be that local areas appreciate the importance of preserving local
forests, or it may be that they do not. Because the latter situation will necessarily occur in some places,
federal government must stand behind its name of “national” forest. (Individual, Fairfield, VA -
#A15817.13130)

Roadless areas are part of our National Forest System and are a national resource that should be
regulated by national policy. The administration does not contend that water quality should be governed
by local opinion, or that nuclear safety and nuclear waste concerns should be governed by local opinion,
or that drilling for oil, or that location of gas pipelines and energy transmission lines should be subject to
veto by local citizens. In all of those areas the administration asserts that national environmental policies
are essential. We believe that roadless areas are an important national resource and should likewise be
governed by a national policy. (Organization, Seattle, WA - #A21702.13120)

The role of the local forest managers in the planning and administration of protection and management
of our national forests should be limited to enforcement of a national policy only. National forests are a
public trust that belong to all Americans and are not suited to be managed according to the whims and
limited perspective of a local manager. A national policy dictating the protection of all remaining
national forests should govern all local mangers administration with no allowance for interpretation.

National forests are for the use of all people and are not to fall under the dominion a local community.
(Individual, Vallejo, CA - #A27573.13120)

The attempt to gain more “local control and input” into the management of public lands under national
management fails to consider that nationally managed public lands be managed in the national interests.
We have already seen an explosion of influence buying and selling in Congress, and that same buying
and selling of the public’s interests for private gain is also carried out at the local level, only at a reduced
cost. Under this divide and conquer practice, local individuals can be pressured into, or influenced into
accepting, incursions into the roadless area, ignoring existing protection and the reasons they have been
put into place. I believe that since these public lands belong to all of the people, not just locals,
management of the national forests should reflect this position. (Individual, Lewiston, CA -
#A28731.13120)

Local input should be taken into account making management decisions; the degree to which local
interests hold sway is the issue. Often local interests are at odds with the interests of the nation as a
whole in preserving roadless areas in an undisturbed state. We would never stand for letting local
citizens harvest timber in Yellowstone National Park, though some citizens of neighboring communities
might want to, because we want to preserve the splendor of a national treasure. The same reasoning
should apply to most roadless arcas—they are also national treasures. (Individual, Bozeman, MT -
#A20412.13120)

BECAUSE DECISIONS MUST BE IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE WHOLE COUNTRY

Local forest planning must be given important consideration in evaluating protection and management
of roadless areas of course. But remember that the forests belong to all of us including future
generations. Any decisions must be truly national decisions that are in the best interest of the whole
country. Remember that local folks, although they usually know the territory best, often have short-
sighted goals. And local USFS personnel are often influenced too strongly by the local people with
whom they live and work. (Individual, Boulder, CO - #A5250.13000)

3-34 Chapter 3 Public Involvement



Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking May 31, 2002

Roadless areas have great national, regional, and local value as important watershed headwater areas, for
rapidly growing outdoor recreation, and for wildlife, including, endangered species, habitat. The local
planning process has failed to protect these values as local planners have routinely and narrow-mindedly
given in to local timber, mining and ranching interests, often foolishly ignoring the economic value of
recreational uses and clean, pure water. For example, the Southern Appalachian national forests have
lost countless roadless areas to timbering and misguided road construction in the last few decades, even
after study after study showed that the economic value of these lands for outdoor recreation far exceeded
the timber values. I have no confidence in the failed local planning process. National forests belong to
all Americans, not just local timber companies, mining companies, and ranching interests. Local
interests should have input that is fully and fairly considered, and I believe that local interests should be
met where reasonable. However, decision makers should consider the views of all Americans in
managing the lands that those Americans own. (Individual, Conyers, GA - #A13536.13100)

Local forest planning and management has been the rule for the last hundred-plus years. The result has
been the steady loss of wilderness and a network of forest service roads that exceeds the entire US
interstate highway system in length and is impossible for the Forest Service to maintain. The local
planning process is generally dominated by interests that stand to make personal financial gain through
exploitation of a resource that belongs to ALL the citizens of the country. The remaining roadless areas
are a national treasure and can only be protected by a consistent national policy. (Individual, Roseville,
CA - #A10567.13120)

Local Forest Service representatives should be responsible for gathering information and submitting it to
the offices in Washington, D.C. Their expertise is valuable towards understanding the specific attributes
of individual federal forests. However, to allow these same local representatives to set policy is a
mistake. This would have the effect of setting too many separate rules and guidelines across the country.
While some people might find this appealing, it is flawed. These are federal lands. As such they should
be managed by a broad set of rules across the board. Someone from lowa who travels to Montana on
vacation should not have to gaze upon clear-cut forests because local officials decided that they wanted
to increase timber harvests. This visitor should have the comfort of knowing that when he travels to
another state that the protection and management of forests is being macro-managed back in Washington
D.C.

There exists an array of state, county and city land, which is managed and controlled at the local level as
well as private lands. Our federal lands belong to everyone and must be managed as such. (Individual,
Bozeman, MT - #A21355.13100)

BECAUSE A UNIFORM POLICY IS NEEDED

Regarding the role of local forest planning, it must be remembered that one of the primary reasons why
the roadless rule is needed so badly has been the failure of the local forest planning process. While it is
important that the local foresters, who are supposed to be intimately familiar with their forest, to play a
key role in evaluating options for the protection and management of roadless areas, the process for doing
so needs to be standardized at a national level. Policies should be uniform, not localized. These lands are
Federal lands, not State or local lands, and as a U.S. citizen I want to be assured that the maximum level
of protection is afforded to roadless lands across the country. (Individual, Renton, WA -
#A22439.13120)

There is a need to provide a strategic view of roadless areas nationwide to avoid a patchwork approach
to the management of our National Forest resources and to ensure adequate protections for these lands.
The Roadless Area Conservation Rule addresses this strategic approach. As provided by the rule, local
forest planning should provide additional protection to prevent damage to roadless areas and ensure that
the roadless inventories are complete.

The record shows that local forest planning is not adequately protecting roadless area and going forward,
current forest plans make about 60 percent (34.4 million acres) available for road construction, logging
and commodity development. The Roadless Area Conservation Rule prevents this loss. (Business,
Sumner, WA - #A21731.13110)
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BECAUSE THE FRAGMENTATION CREATED BY ROADS TRANSCENDS LOCAL AND REGIONAL
MANAGEMENT

The problems associated with fragmentation by roads are too complex to rely on decisions made at the
Forest or Regional levels. Many species that depend on National Forest such as grizzly bears, wolves,
and Canada lynx must be managed over very large scales. For this reason, fragmentation of our National
Forests by roads is a problem that transcends management at the local or even regional level, particularly
near the border of two Forest Service Regions. It is essential that Roadless Areas be protected by a
uniform, national rule. (Individual, Evergreen, CO - #A20492.13120)

BECAUSE FEDERAL DOLLARS SUPPORT THE FOREST SERVICE AND THE LANDS IT ADMINISTERS

As long as federal dollars support the Forest Service and the lands [it] administers, these lands should be
subject to protection and regulation on the federal level. (Individual, Reno, NV - #A20755.13120)

BECAUSE LOCAL INTERESTS MAY BE TIED TO THE PROFIT MOTIVE OF LOCAL INTERESTS AND NOT

REPRESENT THE COLLECTIVE WILL OF THE STATE OR THE NATION

Local planning should be considered but not be given too much weight if their is a conflict-of-interest.
For example, local interest may be tied to the profit motive of local business interests and not represent
the collective will of the state or the nation. (Individual, Gaithersburg, MD - #A5191.13000)

The Forest Service has long been a servant of local interests. District Rangers, in an effort to endear the
communities in which they live, often place local logging over the good of the forest as a whole. These
are NATIONAL forests, not local forests! The Forest Service has lost sight of that fact. The National
Forests were created in the early 1900s in response to the abuse of logging of the private sector. We now
need to set aside Roadless Areas in response to the abuses of logging within the National Forests.
(Individual, Olympia, WA - #A614.13120)

Local USFS supervisors and planners should never be allowed to determine roadless area objectives,
goals and prohibited activities on a given forest. Local planners should not decide what to do with
roadless areas. They should decide how to best implement National roadless policy and direction. If left
up to local managers to decide how the roadless areas should be managed, a myriad of personal
commodity extraction favoring values (for those who have them) will enter the picture. If this is allowed
to happen, some roadless areas will be roaded/clearcut and others will be preserved. (Individual,
Grangeville, ID - #A830.13120)

I firmly believe that our national forests are just that. They are national lands that should be governed by
national policy. States already have separate resources that fall under the direct control of state agencies.
In my state of Washington, the Department of Natural Resources is currently looking into logging of
old-growth forests in these areas to provide state funds in direct threat to endangered species. I firmly
believe that increasing local influence on roadless areas conservation will lead to a slow but certain
destruction of these areas. Local influence almost always means that there are specific extraction
advocates that stand to make substantial financial gains from reduced protection. These interests are thus
willing to place significant money behind their lobbying efforts. It is more difficult for the many varied
interests of the citizens to organize against such focused moneyed interests, and it is an undue and
unrealistic burden to expect the citizens to marshal forces against each and every individual threat. Let
us citizens feel safe that these roadless areas will remain preserved as is, without having to continually
watch over our shoulders for the next assault by “well meaning, local” interests driven by profit.
(Individual, Seattle, WA - #A21682.13120)

BECAUSE THE FOREST PLANNING PROCESS HAS FAILED TO ADEQUATELY PROTECT ROADLESS AREAS

The ANPR never mentions that the Rule was developed with the most extensive public participation
ever in a federal rulemaking. Instead, it just cites allegations in lawsuits that “there was inadequate
opportunity for public review and comment on the roadless rule.” Thus, the administration seems to
ignore the 1.6 million public comments in support of roadless area protection.
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The administration seeks to undermine the legitimacy of the environmental impact statement (EIS) for
the rule. The ANPR states that “it is difficult, and perhaps infeasible to collect in a short timeframe, on a
national scale, the local data needed to produce a sufficient EIS that analyzes all relevant information or
that proposes an adequate range of alternatives.”

The ANPR implies that local decision-making is needed because protection is warranted for some
roadless areas but not others. It states that most roadless areas previously were not recommended for
wilderness designation due to low wilderness values, inadequate public support, or “other resource
potentials.” It observes that the resource values of roadless areas “vary in importance”, specifically
pointing out that roadless areas contain 9 million acres of “productive timberland.”

The administration extols the local forest planning as a highly collaborative process involving local,
regional, and national interest, using the best available forest-level information and maps. It does not
point out the past failure of the forest planning process to protect roadless areas, allowing roads to be
built in most of the remaining roadless land. Nor does the administration mention that it is in the midst
of amending the forest planning regulations to greatly weaken environmental safeguards and public
participation opportunities in the planning process. (Organization, Pinkeville, TN - #A5167.12200)

The National Forest planning process has clearly failed to provide adequate protection of roadless areas,
and most certainly will continue to be the case in the future, especially given that the Administration is
also weakening forest planning regulations. In existing national forest plans, about 60 percent of
remaining roadless areas are open to road construction and logging. Continued incremental loss of
roadless areas will continue without the Roadless Areas Conservation Rule. (Individual, Hewlett, NY -
#A4748.10111)

The Forest Service’s legacy, unfortunately, is not a pretty one. Decades of mismanagement have led to
the fragmentation of forest ecosystems, liquidation of old growth forests, and the demise of many fish
and wildlife species. In the Pacific Northwest, for example, less than 10 percent of old growth/late
successional forests remain and species such as the northern spotted owl, salmon, and marbled murrelet
teeter on the brink of extinction. The Sierra Nevada, christened the Range of Light, by John Muir, is
unraveling after over a century of logging, mining, and ranching. Species in the Sierra, including the
California spotted owl, wolverine, Pacific fisher, American pine marten, and northern goshawk are
quickly disappearing. In the southwest, cows have driven out native species, degraded riparian areas, and
eroded soils. Off road vehicles run roughshod over public lands across the country. Forests in the mid-
west, northeast, and southeast have been so heavily fragmented that few contiguous, large roadless areas
exist. And oil, gas, and mining projects, as well as ski resorts, in the northern Rockies have severely
compromised the biological integrity of the region. All of these developments were made possible under
the forest planning process. (Organization, Nevada City, CA - #A4941.10111)

The Administration appears bent on ignoring the fact that 1.6 million comments were submitted the
FIRST time around. A hearty ninety-five percent of these comments SUPPORTED the Roadless Plan
and some advocated even stronger protections. Moreover, to propose now that all decisions are made on
a local basis is a giant step backwards. History demonstrates that local decision-making hasn’t worked to
protect roadless areas for a long time. Therefore, a national policy designed to protect our nation’s
roadless lands is imperative. (Individual, Durham, NC - #A934.10111)

The Forest Service’s legacy, unfortunately, is not a pretty one. Decades of mismanagement have led to
the fragmentation of forest ecosystems, liquidation of old growth forests, and the demise of many fish
and wildlife species. In the Pacific Northwest, for example, less than 10 percent of old growth/late
successional forests remain and species such as the northern spotted owl, salmon, and marbled murrelet
teeter on the brink of extinction. The Sierra Nevada, christened the “Range of Light,” by John Muir, is
unraveling after over a century of logging, mining, and ranching. Species in the Sierra, including the
California spotte